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The Panel recommends a new systemwide governance model based on nine criteria: 
 
1. A single entry point is required to position the CGIAR in international forums and to reduce the transaction costs iden-
tified by potential funders and international institutional partners.  
2. The functions of governance and management need to be differentiated and clearly separated to avoid conflicts of 
interest. Donors should not be involved in managing the Centers. Management and responsibility for operations 
should be separated from oversight.  
3. Decisionmaking bodies should be empowered to take binding decisions and have commensurate authority to 
ensure implementation, at least in clearly circumscribed areas essential for CGIAR System functioning. 
4. Governance arrangements require formal foundations—legal in the case of the Consortium—to increase legiti-
macy and improve effectiveness. This requires establishing rules-based membership conditions that include en-
forcement mechanisms.  
5. Adequate and predictable financing, particularly for international public goods, is required to allow the Centers to 
retain a cadre of high-caliber scientists to tackle mid- and long-term scientific challenges. Predictable and ade-
quate financing must be earned. Financing arrangements must take full account of the need for donors to demon-
strate results and value for money. 
6. Paris Declaration principles—alignment of developing country strategic priorities and CGIAR strategy and pro-
grams, harmonization of programmatic funding levels and reporting requirements, devolved ownership, and mu-
tual accountability—should be applied to the CGIAR. 
7. A fully independent evaluation and assessment function needs to be set up. The Science Council’s role as evalua-
tor is incompatible with its role as advisor and honest broker on scientific excellence. The two roles need to be 
separated.  
8. The CGIAR must maintain high standards of excellence in research, while ensuring that key partners use the 
CGIAR outputs to achieve development impact. The apparent contradiction between focusing on scientific excel-






reconceptualized using advanced models of international public goods and results management. 
9. The political viability of implementing the new governance arrangements for the CGIAR should be acceptable to 
the key players in the CGIAR community. A time-targeted plan to implement the proposed governance reforms 





















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































 January 2007 April 2008 
Rice 100 280 
Wheat 100 180 






















































The short-term explanations of high food prices refer mainly to four interconnected factors.  First, world cereal stocks are 
at their lowest levels in three decades.  This has been attributed to a structural reduction in stock levels that started in the 
mid-1990s following changes in the policy environment brought about by the Uruguay Round. Second, drought-induced 
harvests in some exporting countries such as Australia pushed crop yields in those areas well below long-term average 
levels. Third, many exporters in response to sharply rising food prices for domestic consumers, adopted supply-restricting 
policy responses such as taxes, minimum prices, quotas and outright bans on exports of staples that greatly exacerbated 
price shocks, especially for rice. Finally, a significant flow of funds into agricultural derivatives by investors looking for 
higher returns than those available from a generally depressed market for stocks is a likely contributor to price spikes in 
spot and futures markets.  With supply response and good weather, some easing of prices is expected and is already 









































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































‘Potential’ ‘Plausible’ ‘Substantially 
demonstrated’
‘Potential’ ‘Plausible” ‘Substantially 
demonstrated’
B/C = 1.03 B/C = 1.00 B/C = 0.92 
B/C = 1.64 
B/C = 1.51 




































































































































Wheat 120 2188 0.82 0.32 0.64 0.96 0.52-.62 
Rice 150 1484 0.64 0.29 0.58 0.79 0.33-.37 
Maize 97 1494 0.87 0.23 0.55 0.67 0.19-.20 
Sorghum 39 363 0.44 0.22 0.38 0.50 0.19-.20 
Millet 36 123 0.44 0.27 0.85 0.57 0.51-.55 
Barley 20 105 0.49 0.50 0.80 0.49 0.24-.28 
Lentils 3 49 0.23 0.70 0.90 0.28 0.11-.14 
Beans 23 642 0.18 0.75 0.90 0.21 0.09-.13 
Cassava 17 252 0.15 0.74 0.93 0.22 0.03-.05 
Potatoes 9 458 0.88 0.08 0.17 0.74 0.09-.10 










































America 57 3146 0.51 0.28 0.55 0.66 0.35-.39 
Asia 337 2229 0.83 0.26 0.57 0.88 0.35-.39 
MENA 49 715 0.56 0.50 0.81 0.69  0.33-.39 
SS Africa 92 1157 0.23 0.38 0.62 0.28 0.11-13 




































































Study Period covered Benefits from all breeding 
Benefits Attributed to 
CIMMYT-National Network 
Byerlee and Traxler (1996)23 1966-90 $3.0 b per year Internal rate of return of 53% $1.5 b per year 
Heisey et al. (2002)24: mid-
range estimate 
1966-97 $2.4 b per year $1.1 b per year 
Lantican et al.: (2005)25 mid-
range estimate 
1988-2002 $3.4-4.8 b per year $1.0 to 1.8 b per year 
Marasas et al.: (2004)26 leaf 
rust resistance only 
1973-2007  $5.4 b net present value 
Evenson and Rosegrant 
(2003)27 1965-2000 
With no breeding research: 
• 9-14% reduction in output 
• 29-61% increase in price 
With no CGIAR 
• 5-6% reduction in output 

































The common bean (Phaseolus vulgaris) is a major staple food crop of Eastern and Southern Africa, occupying nearly 
five million hectares, and providing 38 percent of dietary protein. Beans also diversify farm production against risks and 
fix nitrogen for other crops in the rotation, such as maize—especially important to farmers since chemical fertilizers are 
expensive or not available.  
Since the 1980s, CIAT has worked with a wide range of partners (public, private and non-governmental) to improve 
bean production and dissemination. This has been formalized into the Pan-African Bean Research Alliance (PABRA) 
whose goal is to enhance the food security, income and health of resource-poor farmers by improving bean varieties, 
producing and disseminating seed, sharing information and training extensionists and researchers. 
Through the mid-1980s national researchers were severely constrained in access to germplasm of beans, a crop native 
to Latin America. Since the late 1980s, however, CIAT and its partners have released and disseminated about 200 
improved beans in 18 countries. A large number of crop management technologies also accompanied the varieties. A 
series of recently completed adoption studies estimates that the new varieties have been adopted on about half of the 
total bean area in East, Central and Southern Africa, encompassing some 5 million households and reaching 35 million 
people over a period of 17 years. Higher yields, strong market demand and improved disease resistance, especially to 
Bean Root Rot, facilitated rapid adoption. In some countries, poor or very poor members of the community were as likely 
to adopt the new varieties as better off farmers. Many adopters are women, who have seen their incomes rise 
substantially. However, unlike varieties which spread through local markets, adoption of improved practices to counter 
pests, diseases and poor soils, has been more limited, reaching 1-12 percent of farmers by 2005.  
Bean research and development has brought substantial economic returns. In Rwanda, where climbing beans are 
especially important, adopters have achieved a significantly higher increase in bean income of 73 percent compared to 
only 30 percent for non-adopters. In Tanzania the internal rate of return to research investments was estimated at 60 

















































































































































































































tons of cassava 
per village 




















(A: 0.82 million ha,  
 P: 3.43 million ha) 
Zero-tillage in rice-
wheat systems $3.5 million 
Conservation of 




NPV = $94-164 
million 
39 < b/c < 68 




 (A:1650 ha, P: 
350,000 ha) Tunisia  
(A: 470 ha, P: 
96,000 ha) 
Alley cropping in 
mixed crop livestock 
systems 
< $1.0 million 
Reduction of soil 
erosion; net 
environmental 
benefits = US$31 
per hectare  












NPV = $2-20 
million 
IRR = 3.2-20.8% 
IWMI 
(1992-ongoing) 




management transfer Not reported 


















copies of IMT 
guidelines  
WorldFish 
(1986 - mid 
1990s) 
Malawi 
(A: 1000 t of fish 
per year 







$1.5 million Improved household nutrition 
NPV = $3.1-3.5 
million 
1.37 < b/c < 
1.56 








(scale not reported) 
Strategies and 




































































Evidence from long-term experimental trials suggests that crop yields have stagnated or even declined in rice-wheat 
systems of the Indo-Gangetic plains – an area encompassing over 10 million hectares. The reasons for the marked 
slowdown in productivity growth appear to be related to long-term degradation of soil and water resources in these 
intensive, and continuously cultivated, farming systems. In response, the Rice-Wheat Consortium (RWC) – a network of 
national, regional and multi-lateral partners including CIMMYT and IRRI – has developed and promoted several resource-
conserving crop management technologies, the most widely adopted of which is zero tillage (ZT). 
Zero tillage (ZT) allows wheat to be sown immediately after rice. This enables the wheat crop to make better use of 
residual soil moisture and facilitates more timely planting – both of which increase yields. It also reduces the number of 
operations required for, and hence the cost of, planting. The key technological component of ZT is use of specialized 
seeding and fertilization machinery. The magnitude of increased farm profits attributable to these improvements has been 
well documented. 
CIMMYT’s role in promoting ZT in India was confined to facilitating (in collaboration with partners in the Indian NARS) the 
diffusion process by designing and implementing on-farm experiments for local adaptation. This was done using 
participatory methods involving farmers, scientists, and (private) equipment manufacturers. Focus groups and extensive 
interviews with stakeholders revealed that CIMMYT was instrumental in facilitating negotiations between private 
machinery producers and government decision makers – essentially by serving as an “honest broker” of information 
regarding use of the new technology and cropping methods. 
Assessment of CIMMYT’s impact assumed that the economic gains from ZT diffusion occurred more rapidly than would 
have been the case absent CIMMYT’s involvement – i.e., that it would have followed the same (logistic) adoption curve, 
but with a lag of five years. Based on secondary and survey data, positive outcomes of ZT adoption included increased 
yields, reduced tractor usage, reduced water usage, reduced incidence of weeds, improved soil quality, and lower 






Using conservative assumptions regarding yield growth and cost savings, the discounted value of the economic benefits 
over a thirty-year time frame were estimated to be $94 million, far in excess of the $3.5 million investment by CIMMYT 
and RWC.1 Roughly two-thirds of the benefits were attributed to consumer gains in the form of lower wheat prices; the 
other third fell to adopting producers in the form of greater profits. Note that the analysis did not even include 
environmental benefits associated with improved soil quality (structure, fertility, and biological properties); thus the 
measured benefit-cost ratio almost certainly is an underestimate. 
 
Source: Laxmi, V., et al. (2007)61 

























Value ($US M) 
Alene et al. (2005) Cassava mealybug 
Sub-Saharan 
Africa  94-800:1 110-940 
De Groote et al. (2003) Water hyacinth Benin  124:1 30 
Coulibaly et al. (2004) Cassava green mite Benin 101%  74 
Coulibaly et al. (2004) Cassava green mite Ghana 111%  383 
Coulibaly et al. (2004) Cassava green mite Nigeria 125%  1688 
Bokonon-Ganta et al. 
(2002) 
Mango 

































































































































(17,811 schools,  
2.1 million 
students) 
Food for Education 
program 
Program led to 20-30% increase in 
school participation rates. IFPRI 
influenced (a) program conception, 
(b) program evaluation, (c) improved 
program targeting, and (d) training 
and capacity building.  
NPV of total benefits  








Abolishment of the program; 
promotion of private tendering of food; 
lowered food prices; downward 
adjustment of food stocks. 
Median NPV of total 
benefit = $41.1 million 
11.7 < b/c < 60 





loss of 76,000 – 




of the pulp and 
paper sector, 
causes of fiber 
sourcing practices 
and deforestation 
Improvements in sustainability of pulp 
production practices, regulation of the 
pulp and paper sector, and due 
diligence for forestry investments. 
NPV of total benefit 













(a) faster program implementation; 
(b) improved program evaluation 
and project manager training;  
(c) enhanced likelihood of program 
continuation beyond political 
regime changes;  
(d) spillovers to programs in other 
countries. 
Median NPV of total 
benefits per student  
= $992 
(a) b/c =16.4 
(b) b/c = 5.8  
(c) b/c =57.1 







area, 80% of 
rice farmers 




Regulation of highly toxic insecticides 
in rice production; labeling 
requirements; and training of rural 
health officers. 
NPV of realized benefit 
= $117 million 
b/c = 98; 





























































PROGRESA program had its genesis in the severe economic downturn that occurred in Mexico during the mid-1990s, a 
downturn in which Mexico’s poor were particularly hard hit. In response, a team of Mexican social scientists who were 
well-placed within the in-coming Zedillo government conceived of a program of conditional cash transfers to mothers of 
young children and adolescents – as opposed to the traditional in-kind provision (of foods like milk and tortillas). The 
conditions for receipt of this cash assistance included school attendance, infants receiving nutritional supplements, and 
regular health and nutrition checkups for all family members. 
IFPRI was first contracted by PROGRESA to provide evaluation of PROGRESA during the 1998-2000 period, with 
subsequent evaluation functions taken over by a Mexican quasi-governmental organization (the Mexican Institute of 
Nutrition and Public Health). These evaluative activities – which from the program’s inception incorporated state-of-the art 
analysis of data collected from tens of thousands of participating households – were central to continuing refinements and 
improvements that have been made over the years. They revealed very large benefits, due to improved nutritional and 
schooling outcomes for program participants vis-à-vis non-participants. They also raised the international profile of 
PROGRESA considerably: PROGRESA has achieved international renown in large part due to the seriousness with 
which evaluation was undertaken. 
Quantitative assessment of IFPRI’s contribution to the program’s success relied on a combination of interviews with key 
informants, written reviews of the program and popular press articles. These revealed four categories of impacts directly 
traceable to IFPRI’s involvement: (i) reduced delays in program implementation; (ii) improvements in evaluation 
techniques and accompanying improvements in Mexican program managers; (iii) enhanced likelihood of program 
continuation beyond political regime changes that occur in Mexico once every six years; and (iv) spillovers to programs in 
other countries (e.g., Brazil, Honduras, Nicaragua, Turkey) seeking to emulate PROGRESA. 
Using conservative assumptions regarding benefits attributable to PROGRESA’s primary outputs (improved schooling 
and child nutritional outcomes) and the contribution of IFPRI’s involvement thereto, quantitative estimates suggest that 
benefits greatly exceed costs for all four of these categories. In large part this is due to the fact that PROGRESA has 
been so successful in improving the lot of millions of impoverished Mexicans. Thus, even under the very conservative 
assumptions made regarding IFPRI’s role in the program, the benefits attributable to IFPRI were still quite large relative to 































































Lower consumer prices  
MV rice adoption freed up labor resources for participation in 
non-agricultural labor markets 
Positive, significant direct impact on income of the poor of 




(3 Districts: 321 





Social empowerment of adopters (particularly women) 
Positive impact on vulnerability more clear for vegetables, 
ambiguous for polyculture 




(2 Districts: 120 
hh, 17 villages) 
Soil fertility 
replenishment 
Social networks crucial to the poor attaining benefits of SFR 
Households with little land, labor less likely to benefit  
Positive impact on asset accumulation, but not on 











Assessed Impacts related to poverty status 
CIMMYT 
Mexico 
(2 States: 325 hh, 




Popularity with poor farmers attributable to (a) cost savings 










China: 6.77 million people moved out of poverty due to IRRI 
research (but steady decline from 1,000,000 in 1981 to 
30,000 in 1999) 
India: 14 million people moved out of poverty due to IRRI 
research during 1990s (but declining in latter half of decade) 
Decline over time in individuals moved out of poverty per 

















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Countries Australia, Austria, Bangladesh, Belgium, Brazil, Canada, China, Colombia, Cote d’Ivoire, Denmark, 
Egypt, Finland, France, Germany, India, Indonesia, Iran, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Kenya, Korea, 
Luxembourg, Malaysia, Mexico, The Netherlands, New Zealand, Nigeria, Norway, Pakistan, Peru, The 
Philippines, Portugal, Republic of South Africa, Romania, Russian Federation, Spain, Sweden, 
Switzerland, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Turkey, Uganda, United Kingdom, United States 
Foundations Ford Foundation, Kellogg Foundation, Rockefeller Foundation, Syngenta Foundation for Sustainable 
Agriculture 
Organizations African Development Bank, Arab Fund for Economic and Social Development, Asian Development 
Bank, European Commission, Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, Gulf 
Cooperation Council, Inter-American Development Bank, International Development Research Center, 
International Fund for Agricultural Development, OPEC fund for International Development, United 









  1990  2001  2007 
Countries  24  43  47 
Foundations  2  3  4 














































































 1997 2003 2007 
CGIAR Executive  Executive Council (ExCo) ExCo 
Oversight Finance Committee ExCo Finance Committee  
 Oversight Committee ExCo Program Committee  
Advisory Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) Science Council  Science Council 
 Genetic Resources Policy Committee (GRPC) GRPC GRPC 
Partnership NGO Committee (NGOC) NGOC  
 Private Sector Committee (PSC) PSC PSC 
Centers Center Directors’ Committee (CDC) CDC Alliance Executive 
 Committee of Board Chairs (CBC) CBC Alliance Board 
Other Impact Assessment Evaluation Group (IAEG)   
























































































































Center % of Total 

































WARDA Cotonou, Benin 1970 1975 10.2 
Rice production in West Africa 
CIMMYT Mexico City, Mexico 1966 1971 43.3 













CIP Lima, Peru 1970 1973 26.0 Potato, sweet potato 
ILRI Nairobi, Kenya 199520 1995 35.2 Livestock diseases; cattle, sheep, goats; feed and production systems  
IRRI Los Banos, Philippines 1960 1971 32.5 
Rice and rice-based ecosystems 
Eco-regional Centers 
CIAT Cali, Colombia 1967 1971 45.1 Beans, cassava, tropical forages, rice; hillsides, forest margins, savannas 
ICARDA Aleppo, Syria 1975 1975 27.7 
Barley, lentil, faba bean, durum and 
bread wheats, chickpea, pasture and 
forage legumes; small ruminants; on-
farm water management; rangelands 
ICRISAT Patancheru, India 1972 1972 37.4 
Sorghum, pearl millet, finger millet, 
chickpea, pigeon pea, groundnut; 
sustainable production  
systems for the semi-arid tropics 
IITA Ibadan, Nigeria 1967 1971 45.1 
Soybean, maize, cassava, cowpea, 
banana, plantain, yams; sustainable 
production systems for the humid 
lowland tropics 
Natural Resources Management Centers 
CIFOR Bogor, Indonesia 1993 1993 18.2 Sustainable forestry management 
IWMI21 Colombo, Sri Lanka 1984 1991 23.5 
Irrigation and water resources 
management 
World 
Agroforestry22 Nairobi, Kenya 1977 1991 31.5 
Agroforestry; multi-purpose trees  
WorldFish23 Penang, Malaysia 1977 1992 15.1 Sustainable aquatic resources management 
Policy Centers 
Bioversity24 Rome, Italy 1974 1974 39.0 
Plant genetic resources of crops and 
forages; collection and gene pool 
conservation 
IFPRI Washington, DC, USA 1974 1980 46.4 
Socio-economic research related to 
agricultural development [need to 



























15 84 21 
Benin, Burkina Faso, Cameroon, Cote d’Ivoire, Democratic 
Republic of Congo, Ethiopia, Ghana, Guinea, Kenya, 
Malawi, Mali, Mozambique, Niger, Nigeria, Senegal, South 
Africa, Sudan, Tanzania, Uganda, Zambia, Zimbabwe 
Asia/Pacific 13 69 19 
Bangladesh, Bhutan, Cambodia, China, Fiji, India, 
Indonesia, Lao PDR, Malaysia, Myanmar, Nepal, New 
Caledonia, North Korea, Philippines, Solomon Islands, 




6 27 16 
Afghanistan, Egypt, Georgia, Iran, Jordan, Kazakhstan, 
Lebanon, Morocco, Oman, Pakistan, Syria, Tunisia, 
Turkey, United Arab Emirates, Uzbekistan, Yemen 
Latin America 6 16 8 Bolivia, Brazil, Colombia, Costa Rica, Ecuador, Mexico, Nicaragua, Peru 
Europe/North 
America 3 7 4 Belgium, France, Italy, United States 









Africa Rice 5 0 0 0 0 5 
Bioversity 4 4 2 2 3 15 
CIAT 6 3 0 4 3 16 
CIFOR 6 3 0 2 0 11 
CIMMYT 3 4 5 2 0 14 
CIP 5 9 1 3 0 18 
ICARDA 1 1 16 0 0 18 
ICRISAT 5 2 0 0 0 7 
IFPRI 5 2 0 0 1 8 
IITA 11 0 0 0 0 11 
ILRI 6 5 0 0 0 11 
IRRI 3 12 0 0 0 15 
IWMI 4 9 2 0 0 15 
World Agroforestry 16 7 0 3 0 26 














 Total Managers Scientists 
 2003 2008 2003 2008 2003 2008 
Total 7,651 7,716 146 136 925 1,020 
Women 2,057 (27%) 2,225 (29%) 13 (9%) 25 (18%) 182 (20%) 267 (26%) 







































































 1992 2001 2007 
Commodity Centers 41.1 36.7 30.9 
Africa Rice 3.0 2.7 2.1 
CIMMYT 9.8 11.9 9.1 
CIP 6.5 5.7 5.5 
ILRI 8.9 7.3 7.4 
IRRI 12.9 9.2 6.8 
Eco-regional Centers 37.8 30.4 32.7 
CIAT 10.1 8.3 9.5 
ICARDA 5.7 6.4 5.8 
ICRISAT 10.8 6.2 7.9 
IITA 11.2 9.6 9.5 
Natural Resource Management Centers 9.8 17.2 18.5 






 1992 2001 2007 
IWMI 2.8 3.3 4.9 
World Agroforestry 3.9 6.5 6.6 
WorldFish 2.1 3.7 3.2 
Policy Centers 11.2 15.7 17.9 
Bioversity 3.9 6.7 8.2 
IFPRI 4.1 6.6 9.7 


























System Priority Area Millions US$ % of Total 
Sustaining Biodiversity 60 12.3 
Genetic Improvement 118 24.1 
Diversification and High-Value Commodities 54 11.0 
Integrated Natural Resource Management 109 22.3 
Policies and Institutional Innovation 112 22.9 
Sub Total 453 92.6 
Development Activities 14 2.9 
Stand-alone Training 9 1.8 
New Research Areas 13 2.7 
Sub Total 36 7.4 





























Increasing productivity 127.4 49.3  123.3 34.8  178.5 37.1 
Saving biodiversity 19.9 7.7  34.2 9.6  46.9 9.7 
Protecting the environment 29.7 11.5  67.2 18.9  72.4 15 
Improving policies  25.5 9.9  49.0 13.8  80.4 16.7 


















 1992 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 
Sub-Saharan Africa 39 43 43 45 45 47 46 48 
Asia 33 31 33 32 32 32 30 29 
Latin America and the Caribbean (LAC) 16 17 15 14 14 12 14 13 
Central and West Asia, and North 
Africa (CWANA) 12 9 9 9 9 9 10 10 















Program Convening Center 
Alternatives to Slash and Burn (ASB)  World Agroforestry Center 
Global Mountain Program  CIP 
African Highlands Initiative World Agroforestry Center 
Collaborative Research Program for Sustainable Agricultural Development in Central 
Asia and the Caucasus ICARDA 
Desert Margins Program ICRISAT 
Rice-Wheat Consortium for the Indo-Gangetic Plains CIMMYT 
Consortium for the Sustainable Development of the Andean Eco-region (CONDESAN) CIP 
System-Wide Initiative on Urban and Peri-Urban Agriculture  CIP 
Consortium for the Sustainable Use of Inland Valley Agroecosystems in sub-Saharan 
Africa (IVC) Africa Rice Center 
Participatory Research and Gender Analysis (PRGA) CIAT 
System-Wide Initiative on HIV/AIDS (SWIHA) Africa Rice Center 
System-Wide Initiative on Water Management (SWIM) IWMI 
System-Wide Genetic Resources Program (SGRP) Bioversity 
System-Wide Livestock Program ILRI 
System-Wide Program on IPM CIP 
System-Wide Program on Collective Action and Property Rights (CAPRI) IFPRI 















































HarvestPlus CIAT, IFPRI 2003 
to improve human nutrition by breeding new varieties of staple 
food crops consumed by the poor that have higher levels of 
micronutrients, through a process called biofortification 
SSA FARA 2003 
to address the most significant constraints to reviving 
agriculture in Africa, i.e., failures of agricultural markets, 
inappropriate policies and natural resource degradation with a 
new paradigm, Integrated Agricultural Research for 
Development (IAR4D) 
Water and 
Food IWMI 2004 
to improve the productivity of water in river basins in ways that 











 2004 2005 2006 2007 
CGIAR  14 25 29 31 
Partners 5 10 11 17 










 2004 2005 2006 2007 
Generation  19.1 13.6 9.5 23.5 
HarvestPlus 3.9 15.5 12.1 19.6 
Sub-Saharan Africa 4.7 0 3.5 7.8 
Water and Food 9.4 9.3 8.4 17.1 


































































Management Processes at the CGIAR – Definitions and Brief Description 
Planning Context: Periodically assessing the needs of CGIAR client group for services from the CGIAR in context of 
emerging developments in science, trends in global economy and the economies of developing countries, and 
availability of capacity in CGIAR partners and stakeholders. This would serve to update the CGIAR’s vision, strategy 
and priorities, and as a basis for resource allocation across the System.  
CGIAR Planning Guidance: Based on the context, planning guidelines describe objectives and proposed deliverables 
for the CGIAR, areas and activities of more and less emphasis, changes in modes of operation and provide a broad 
assessment of required human and financial resources. The document provides planning guidance to Centers in 
preparing their medium term plans.  
CGIAR Medium-Term Plans (periodic): Based on the guidance provided by the CGIAR and their own strategic plans, 
Centers (and challenge programs as appropriate) prepare program and business plans on a rolling three-year basis. 
The CGIAR medium term plan is an aggregation of Center medium term plans.  
CGIAR Project Portfolio: A basic program-planning unit in Center plans is a logical framework based portfolio of 
projects. The projects describe specific objectives, identify collaborators and partners, define deliverables and provide 
required budgets. The CGIAR Project Portfolio is a consolidated portfolio of Center and CP project portfolios.  
CGIAR Annual Operating Plan: Centers prepare more detailed operating plans annually to develop work programs, 
plan activities and resource outlays. The plans identify deliverables for the year. These are reviewed and approved by 
the Boards of Centers or the governing bodies of CPs. The CGIAR annual plan is an aggregation of Center operating 
plans.  






Management Processes at the CGIAR – Definitions and Brief Description 
mismatch between budgets and availability of financing, revise the deliverables. The CGIAR financing plan is an 
aggregation of Center and CP financing plans, which are reviewed and approved by their respective governing bodies.  
Evaluations and Impact Assessments: Periodic reviews of program performance (Centers, System-Wide, and 
Challenge Programs), as well as assessments of the impacts of these programs on CGIAR goals provide verifiable 
information that is fed back into future planning guidance.  
CGIAR Annual ex-post Report: At the end of the year, Centers prepare an assessment of planned vs. actual 








































Financial management is the set of activities by which a Center manages its finance.  
Includes four main elements 
1. Financial Planning: High-level activities that Centers undertake to estimate their resource needs and develop 
plans for how they will obtain those resources. Includes: 
a. Strategic Plan: The strategic plan establishes the long-term direction of a Center and the scope of its 
activities. The Center matches its resources to its changing business environment and the needs of its 
stakeholders. Center Finance departments prepare financial information for input into the Center’s strategic 
plans and, often through an iterative process, ensure that proposed activities and projected financing needs 
are in line. The Board of Trustees should periodically review the strategic plan. The financial management 
system should assist in ensuring that the long-term strategy of a Center is linked to day-to-day budgets and 
operational decisions. 
b. Medium Term Plans (MTP): It is the main instrument for operationalizing the Center’s approved Strategic 
Plan. The CGIAR follows a forward planning horizon of three years for the implementation of the research 
agenda. The research agenda is reviewed and adjusted in the context of the CGIAR’s priorities and 
strategies, progress in science and funding opportunities. The annual Work Plan is the first year of the rolling 
MTP. MTP includes a Project Portfolio that provides the programmatic content of the work plan and links it to 
the Center’s strategy and CGIAR priorities. In addition it consider a Financial Plan that content a full costing 
of the Project Portfolio at the time of preparing the MTP, and the financing source for the first year. 
c. Annual Financial Plan: After presenting its three year rolling plan, each CGIAR Center is required to 
present a detailed and realistic forecast of the financial resources that it believes will be available to finance 
the first year of the rolling three-year MTP. Center financing plans are approved as part of an overall CGIAR 
Financing Plan at the CGIAR’s Annual General Meeting. 
2. Resource Allocation:  
a. Annual Operating Budget: Simultaneous with the preparation of the annual financing plan, detailed budgets 
are prepared for each of the Center activities and service units for the coming year. Each Center prepares a 
detailed schedule setting out expected income (both donor and Center generated) for the coming year. This 
process includes planning, resource allocation, forecasting, performance measurement and control. 
b. CGIAR Budget Cycle: The key processes of the financial decision making cycle are as follows: 
• Setting the Agenda (January): On the basis of the CGIAR-approved priorities the Science Council 
(SC) and CGIAR Secretariats issue to the Centers the guidelines for preparing the following year’s 
detailed work plans, budgets and financing plans, and for extending (rolling) the MTP into the next third 
year.  
• Preparation of the MTPs and Financing Plans (February to June): Centers prepare their detailed 
work plans and budgets and, on the basis of interactions with CGIAR Members and other partners, 
prepare detailed financing plans to support the work plan (and the related project portfolio) and budget 
for the upcoming year (the first year of the new MTP period). They also update their MTPs, or prepare 
new ones, as necessary. Following this, the FP and MTP are submitted to the SC and CGIAR 
Secretariats for review.  
• Confirmation of the Program Content by the Science Council (September): The objective of the 
SC’s review is to ensure consistency of the MTP and annual work plan with the approved priorities. 
Concurrently, the CGIAR Secretariat jointly with a collaborating Center (rotated periodically), reviews the 
financial content of the submissions, to ensure alignment of the programmatic content with the 
resources that are expected to finance the first year of the MTP. The financial review also looks at the 
projected cost of the second and third years of the MTP period for reasonableness (detailed financing 
projections are not required for these two years). The programmatic and financial reviews are 
summarized for ExCo’s review during its fall meeting.  
• Review of Financing Plans and MTPs by the CGIAR Executive Council (ExCo) (October): ExCo 
reviews the programmatic and financial summaries, receives clarifications from Centers through the SC 
and CGIAR Secretariats, and recommends adjustments to the proposals, as necessary. It then 
recommends the FP and MTPs to the CGIAR for approval at the upcoming CGIAR Annual General 
Meeting (AGM).  
• Group Approval of FP and MTP at AGM (December): Based on ExCo’s recommendation and their 






Financial management is the set of activities by which a Center manages its finance.  
Includes four main elements 
individual Center plans) for the following year, and the CGIAR’s Medium-Term Plans for the following 
three years.  
• Disbursement and Implementation: Centers begin implementation of the approved work plan for the 
new financial year and CGIAR Members and other financial supporters begin disbursement of financial 
resources. Concurrently, a new planning cycle and reporting on the activities for the year just ended are 
launched.  
c. Annual Capital Budget: In addition to preparing annual operating budgets, Centers prepare annual physical 
capital budgets. The budgets indicate a Center’s capital needs for the coming year and are prepared in the 
context of longer-term needs. These needs will have been addressed in the Center’s strategic plan and MTP. 
Like the annual operating budget, the annual capital budget should be prepared from the bottom up but with 
guidance from senior management. Capital budgets should be presented by program/project and by 
administrative service unit cost Center. Centers should situate their annual capital budget within the context 
of a three to five-year capital planning horizon. As a rule of thumb, Centers should aim to renew their capital 
base by an amount approximately equal to the annual depreciation charge. 
d. Cash Flow Analysis: An essential element is to ensure that the Center has sufficient cash to meet its 
obligations on a day-to-day-basis. This requires monitoring and forecasting cash flows from both income and 
expenditure streams. An annual cash flow analysis should be prepared for at least a twelve month horizon 
and updated regularly throughout the year. 
3. Management Monitoring and Internal Reporting:  
a. Financial Information System: Each Center governs its Information and Communications Technology (ICT) 
policies and management, but there is a growing trend of collective action, harmonization and shared 
services among the Centers concerning ICT. This agenda is promoted by the CGIAR Chief Information 
Officer (CIO) and the Center ICT Manager community. 
b. Internal Control Framework: Internal control is broadly defined as a process - affected by the Center’s 
Board of Trustees, management and other personnel - designed to provide reasonable assurance regarding 
the achievement of the Center’s objectives in effectiveness, efficiency and economy of operations, reliability 
of financial reporting, and compliance with applicable laws and regulations.  
c. Internal Audit: As well as providing services to individual Centers, the CGIAR Internal Auditing Unit - as a 
CGIAR System Office unit - provides professional leadership to the network and internal audit services for 
CGIAR System-Wide programs and initiatives; coordinates internal audit activities with other review activities 
and special initiatives within the System; and works closely with the other System Office units to promote 
good governance, risk management, internal control and accountability within the CGIAR System. Internal 
audit services are conducted in accordance with medium term and annual work plans. 
d. Performance Measurement and Monitoring Financial Health: The PM System is designed to serve 
multiple purposes, but the primary objective is to promote and enhance Center performance and 
accountability. It will be an important tool for performance management used by the Centers to stimulate 
learning and change and serve as an input to decision-making by CGIAR Members and the CGIAR System. 
e. Treasury Management: Treasury management is concerned with managing short term liquid assets (i.e., 
ensuring there is sufficient cash to run operations on a day-to-day basis), investment management (i.e., 
investing surplus cash so as to maximize investment returns while staying within acceptable risk 
parameters), and management of foreign currency transactions.  
f. Management Financial Reporting: The main objective of internal financial reporting is to help the Center 
management plan and monitor their financial performance against agreed objectives and achieving internal 
performance targets. The Centers’ responsibility for book keeping, accounting and financial reporting rests 
with the finance division. 
4. External Financial Reporting: The primary financial report prepared by Centers is the annual financial 
statement. A public accounting firm independently audits these statements. The principal objective of the audit is 
to provide assurance to the Board of Trustees, CGIAR Members and other existing or potential donors to the 
Center, and other stakeholders, that the statements accurately presents the financial results of a Center for the 
year, its financial position at the year end, and its cash flows during the year. Regulations with regard to the audit 










































































Service Cluster Unit Strategic Planning and Development (SP&D) 
SC Sec. AO, CIO 
CGIAR Sec, CAS-IP 
Development of Framework Plans for System Priorities (e.g. 
organization of planning workshop, on-line discussion platform) 
System Priorities CGIAR Sec, AO, SC 
Sec, CIO 
Support to Member coordination for funding System Priorities 
(including follow-up to Member Coordination Forum at AGM06, 
integrated window for investment opportunities) 
SG Sec/SC Sec/ AO Support to Center Alignment exercise, including mobilization of Resources Reform Program 
SG Sec/SC Sec Coordinate CP process, including the call and selection of the new batch of CPs 
SC Sec, CIO, and 
CGIAR Sec 
Support the MTP development process, and increased alignment of the 
programmatic and financing plans towards common platform Organizational 
Health SAS-HR (lead), G&D 
and CGIAR Sec, CIO Design of an integrated approach to Center staff development 
 SAS-HR, CIO, G&D and CGIAR Sec 
Development of a common web-based portal to System-Wide training 
opportunities for CGIAR staff 
CG Sec/ AO/CAS-IP Strengthen relationships with private sector through PSC 
Partnerships CGIAR Sec/ SC Sec/ 
CIO/ AO 
Strengthen CGIAR relationship with CSOs which share the CGIAR 
































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































“The network of international agricultural research Centers supported by the CGIAR and other interested 
donors conducts research that generates global and regional public goods to benefit the poor in developing 
countries by raising incomes and improving livelihoods without harming the environment. The CGIAR is 
committed to harnessing the best in science, from traditional knowledge to cutting-edge developments.” 
“The products of CGIAR-supported research are global and regional public goods made available across 

































































































































Lack of global governance 
of the system 
The international development system is composed of a plethora of organizations, and 
none of them plays the pivotal coordination role needed to address global economic and 
social issues. As a consequence, some issues are left without any international 
governance, and others are addressed only on an ad hoc basis. 
Lack of overall coherence 
and delineation of 
mandates and roles 
The international development system can be viewed as a “dysfunctional family” of 
different organizations and agencies with confusion and conflict over mandates, roles and 
comparative advantage. Attempts at harmonization usually fail to acknowledge 
asymmetries and the vast differences that exist between different actors in power, 
influence, capabilities and experience. 
Lack of predictable funding 
to international 
development system 
institutions and stable 
funding to developing 
countries 
Problems of unpredictability and instability in development financing have been particularly 
acute for the development agencies of the United Nations and also for the CGIAR. Core 
financing has declined precipitously since the 1980s, with a small number of donors now 
providing a disproportionate share of the core operating funds for many agencies. 
Imbalances between the 
financing requirements of 
developing countries and 
those for the provision of 
new international public 
goods 
The stagnation of official development assistance in the 1990s coincided with the 
emergence of major new demands requiring financing, including post-conflict 
reconstruction, humanitarian relief, assistance to refugees, debt forgiveness, support for 
democratic institutions, improvement of governance structures, assistance to transition 
economies, efforts to fight drug traffic, crime and more recently “terrorism,” many of which 
are considered international public goods. The results are seen in an ever-increasing 

























































































































































































































































































































































































EXECUTIVE COUNCIL MEMBERS CGIAR  CENTER BOARD CHAIRS, DGs and DDGs 
Better working relationships with Centers needed The SC no longer knows the Centers 
The SC should not be a controlling body but rather an 
enhancing, motivating body for risk taking and new 
research areas 
SC  has shifted from an advisory and path breaking role to a 
policing role which is not generally appreciated 
Assist the Centers to focus on big problems SC should be a ‘thinking’ organization 
Promoting collaborative activities with other research 
organizations  
Contribute to choosing profiles which assist us in becoming 
relevant for tomorrow 
Balance the emphasis on “good science” with one on 
relevant, development-oriented, pro-poor research  
The SC should be realigned to take explicit account of donor 




































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 
Members 8 8 8 8 8 
Secretariat professional staff 4 8 8 9 7 
Secretariat total staff  12 17 18 18 15 
Outside experts 21 97 50 69 -* 






























































































































































































































































































































































































 IITA CIAT∗ Biodiversity ICRAF 
 1999 2007 2000 2007 1999 2007 1999 2007 
Under $100K 27 99 99 102 58 64 27 64 
$101-250K 19 47 38 59 24 38 11 38 
TOTAL 46 146 137 161 82 102 38 102 
% Change 217% 18% 24% 63% 




















































































































































































• What is the purpose and effectiveness of the CGIAR as a System?  The Review needs to answer this, because 
donors need to convince their constituents of validity of investment. 
• There is lots of concern/suspicion about process.  How serious are the Secretariat and ExCo about reform when 
they’ve blown the sequencing of the review and change management?   Our expectations are on not only MDGs 
but global issues, global problems.  We expect changes that will bring about openness of the System in terms of 
partnership with southern NARS (the CGIAR is not well regarded here), and partnerships with ARIs. 
• The situation for global food and agricultural systems is completely different from when the CGIAR was created.  
There are now extremely strong NARS and the CGIAR Centers are relatively small.  The CGIAR cannot continue 
without a clear strategy and redefinition of the niche. 
• A strong development and poverty focus has been lacking in the CGIAR.  I can’t defend the CGIAR without this, 
as proof is needed for politicians. 
• I used to be able to show clear impacts and that is why we continue to provide core funding.  I am now having 
difficulty demonstrating/communicating impact, and that affects core funding. 
• We are cherry picking because we doubt that the CGIAR can establish the trust needed for real improvement. 
• Everyone is reforming but the CGIAR is wasting time. There is inertia to change in the CGIAR. It can’t make 
decisions. The AGM is Mickey Mouse. 
• The CGIAR has so many strengths, but its weak governance means it can’t make hard decisions and can’t act as 




































































































































































































































ExCo and other Members 3.81 3.62 3.47 4.39 
Developing Country Members (ExCo, 8) 4.38 4.50 4.13 4.88 
Developing Country Members (Not ExCo, 15) 3.83 4.08 3.92 4.17 
Center Chairs and DGs/DDGs 3.81 2.94 2.96 4.29 
System Office Professional Staff 3.53 2.94 3.00 3.94 
Challenge Program Scientists 3.27 3.09 3.27 4.18 
Science Council 3.33 3.06 3.37 3.94 











Provision of CGIAR Chair n = 177
Provision of D irector of Secretariat n = 177
Housing CGIAR Secretariat n = 179
















Average score (Scale 1-5) 
Respondent Group Financial Roles 
 Appropriateness Effectiveness 
ExCo and other Members 3.77 3.44 
Developing Country Reps. (ExCo Members) 4.25 3.71 
Developing Country Reps. (Not ExCo Members) 4.67 3.20 
Center Chairs and DGs/DDGs 3.59 3.22 
System Office Professional Staff 3.79 3.33 
Challenge Program Scientists 3.36 3.22 
Science Council 3.89 3.40 

















































All Respondents (175 of 201) 81.71% 11.43% 6.86% 4.26 
ExCo & Members (77 of 91) 87.02% 11.69% 1.29% 4.39 
Board Chairs/Center Execs (51 of 54) 82.36% 7.84% 9.8% 4.29 
Challenge Program (11 of 15) 81.82% 9.09% 9.09% 4.18 
Science Council (18 of 21) 66.66% 22.22% 11.12% 3.94 


















































































































































































































Respondent Group  







value but not 
“important” 
%  





All Respondents (177 responded to this question 
of 201 who responded to the questionnaire) 63.28% 14.12% 22.6% 3.66 
ExCo & Members (80 of 91) 67.5% 16.25% 16.25% 3.81 
Board Chairs/Center Execs (51 of 54) 68.63% 5.88% 25.49% 3.67 
Challenge Program Scientists (11 of 15) 36.36% 36.37% 27.27% 3.27 
Science Council members (18 of 21) 50.0% 5.56% 44.44% 3.33 
























































importance *  
Mean 
Score (1-5) 
All Respondents (177 of 201) 88.06% 48.03% 20.34% 31.63% 3.24 
ExCo & Members (79 of 91) 86.81% 54.43% 24.05% 21.52% 3.62 
BCs/Center Execs (51 of 54) 94.44% 45.1% 13.73% 41.17% 2.94 
Challenge Program (11 of 15) 73.33% 27.27% 36.37% 36.36% 3.09 
Science Council (18 of 21) 85.71% 44.44% 11.11% 44.45% 3.06 


























All Respondents (179 of 201) 50.84% 15.08% 34.08% 3.26 
ExCo/Members (81 of 91) 55.56% 16.05% 28.39% 3.47 
Board Chairs/Center Execs (50 of 54) 42.0% 14.0% 44.0% 2.96 
Challenge Program (11 of 15) 63.64% 0.0% 36.36% 3.27 






































Council Prof. Staff 
CGIAR legal entity should be more 
autonomous from Bank 56.57% 60.26% 51.02% 66.67% 52.94% 52.63% 
Decrease the conflict between 
World Bank’s role as major donor & 
its management role 
48.0% 53.85% 40.82% 41.67% 17.65% 73.68% 
Make an Increase two-way 
exchanges with World Bank 
strategists in agriculture & rural 
development should be high priority 
41.14% 34.62% 53.06 66.67% 47.06% 42.11% 
More emphasis on mutual gains in 
knowledge management 39.43% 28.21% 40.82% 50.0% 47.06% 42.11% 


















Criteria Panel Rating Comment 
Oversight Medium  The World Bank stated in 2003, after its Operations Evaluation Department did 
an independent evaluation of the CGIAR, that the World Bank’s “Chief Economist 
would be responsible for the [CGIAR] oversight function.”a   It is not clear to the 
Panel what the World Bank expected its Chief Economist to do in that capacity  
(the Office of the Chief Economist had some input into this review’s terms of 
reference, but was not represented on the committee drafting the terms or on the 
Panel’s advisory and steering committee). The roles in the CGIAR of the World 
Bank’s Agriculture and Rural Development Department, and its own Sector 
Board, have also remained unchanged.  The Panel finds that although an effort 
was made to separate and strengthen oversight after the 2003 evaluation, the 
World Bank remains both a major donor to the CGIAR and its dominant 
manager. That is a problem. 
Subsidiarity High The CGIAR and the network of Centers form a highly decentralized partnership. 
Most operational decisions are made in a decentralized way. Therefore 
subsidiary is not a significant problem. 
Comparative 
advantage 
Medium The World Bank has relevant strengths that are only partially replicated among 
the CGIAR cosponsors.  The CGIAR contributes to furthering the World Bank’s 
development and resource mobilization objectives in fields basic to its 
operations, but does not compete with regular World Bank operations. 
 
However some of the strength the World Bank could deploy in support of the 
CGIAR and some of the benefits it could draw from its involvement have not 
been realized.  At the country level the World Bank is not seriously engaged with 
the Centers in regard to multi-sectoral views, development analysis, and country-
level presence and knowledge.  There are very few linkages between World 
Bank country operations and the Centers. The World Bank has a global 
mandate, reach and convening power, but has not fully exploited its capabilities 
to produce a global vision for the CGIAR. 
Multi-country 
benefits 
High The CGIAR and its affiliated Centers produce global public goods and regional 
public goods (research findings, germplasm conservation) that would be more 
difficult to produce country by country. 
Leverage (narrow) High Narrowly defined as the relationship of World Bank funding to total CGIAR 
funding the amount of leverage is appropriate.  The World Bank’s contribution 
does not exceed the guideline 15 percent of total funding of the CGIAR and 
Centers (in fact it is under 10 percent and declining as a percentage of total 
CGIAR funding.) 
Leverage (broad) Medium In the founding phase of the CGIAR, it is probable that the World Bank’s 
contribution was essential as a lever to other donors.  It is probably still important 
although, in the current situation where agriculture and agricultural research have 
reestablished their importance in light of the food price crisis, the World Bank’s 
leverage is probably not as essential as it was to ensure adequate funding to the 
Centers, although it is still important.  The World Bank has not increased net 
funding since 2001, but it has worked successfully to limit the effects of Japan’s 
reduced contributions.  It encouraged two more donors and foundations to joint 
the CGIAR.  For most of the past two decades, the World Bank has taken the 
lead in making agriculture an international development priority.  In terms of 
leverage of human resources for development, the World Bank has not achieved 
as much as it could in regard to the engagement in development of the 3,300 
scientific staff at Centers, in the opinion of the Panel. 
Managerial 
competence 
Medium The managerial competence of the System Office, compared with the norms of 
Global Funds, is, in the opinion of the Panel, generally acceptable.  However 






Criteria Panel Rating Comment 
inadequate authorities make management difficult. For example the System 
Office may monitor the financial situation of the Centers but it has no authority to 
intervene only to advise. 
Arm’s length 
relationship 
Low The management of the CGIAR is not independent of the World Bank Group.  
Over a long period of time, the requirement for an arm’s length relationship has 
been waived. 
Risks and risk 
management 
Low There are several areas of risk that are not adequately controlled and probably 
cannot be adequately controlled within the existing governance structure of the 
CGIAR and Centers.  Financial risk exposure tends to continue for a long time; 
and when a crisis occurs the World Bank tends to be the funder of last resort.  
There is also some risk to the World Bank’s reputation. The Centers’ compliance 
with World Bank safeguard policies is not actively monitored; and ethical review 
of research projects varies by Center. 
Disengagement 
strategy 
Low The key aspect of World Bank disengagement, in this context, is disengagement 
from operational involvement with the “system office” and re-orientation towards 
resource mobilization, strategy and resource allocation.  The World Bank has not 
yet accepted the necessity of disengagement from the management of the 
network aspects of the Centers. 
Promoting 
partnerships 
Medium The CGIAR’s main initiative in regard to partnerships in the past five years has 
been the establishment of the Challenge Programs.  These have had mixed 
success. At the same time, relationships between the CGIAR and NGOs are 
poor, and relationships with the private sector are minimal and slighted. 
Institutional 
capacity 
High The World Bank was instrumental in helping establish and maintain the CGIAR 
as a major research and conservation institution with a focus on development.  
Its active involvement in the funding of the Centers is very important; and its 
leadership in promoting governance reform is also very important. 
Overall 
appropriateness 
of World Bank 
involvement 
High, but more 
selectivity 
needed. 
The Panel assesses World Bank involvement in the CGIAR as strong in some 
areas and relatively weak in others.  The Panel rated the World Bank in the 
CGIAR as high in four areas, medium in five, and low in three.  However, overall 
the practical benefits of continuing a long tradition of involvement are high.  
Therefore the Panel believes that the World Bank should continue to play a 
leading role in the financial/funding side of the CGIAR; but it should disengage 
















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































World Bank 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 
Center Funding  44.2 42.5 43.5 49.3 38.8 38.9 36.1 32.9 29.9 34.3 35.3 
System Level/Other .8 2.5 1.5 .7 11.2 11.1 7.0 9.0 13.6 7.4 8.2 
CP Funding 0 0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.9 8.1 6.5 8.2 6.5 
























































UK 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 
Center Funding 10.2 11.5 13.9 14.9 19.2 24.8 26.8 26.8 33.8 36.3 27.0 
CP Funding 0 0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.5 10.4 7.8 17.6 


























55.9% 52.1% 49.0% 48.6% 48.9% 54.2%
2.1% 4.7% 7.8% 9.2%
9.6% 












2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 
Impact of 
Challenge Programs 


























































































SWEPs Started Convening Center 
System-Wide Programs   
Alternative to Slash and Burn (ASB): Partnership for the tropical forest 
margins 1992 World Agroforestry 
System-wide Genetic Resources Research Program SGRP 1994 Boiversity 
System-wide Livestock program (SLP) 1995 ILRI 
Collective Action and Property Rights (CAPRi) 1996 IFPRI 
System-wide Program-Integrated Pest Management (SP-IPM) 1996 IITA 
Global Mountains Program (GMP) 1997 CIP 
Participatory Research and Gender Analysis program (PRGA) 1997 CIAT 
Urban Harvest, the System-wide Initiative on Urban and  
Peri-Urban Agriculture (UH) 1999 CIP 
System-wide Initiative on HIV/AIDS and Agriculture (SWIHA)* 2000 WARDA 
System-wide Initiative on Water Management (SWIM-2)** 2001 IWMI (2006) 
System-wide Initiative on Malaria in Agriculture (SIMA)** 2001 IWMI  
Eco-regional Program   
Consortium for the Sustainable Development of the Andean  
Eco-region CONDESAN 1993 CIP 
Consortium for Sustainable Development of the Inland Valley Agro-
ecosystem in Sub-Saharan Africa (IVC) 1993 WARDA 
African Highland Initiative (AHI) 1995 World Agroforestry 
Rice-wheat Consortium for the Indo-Gangetic Plains (RWC) 1995 CIMMYT 
Desert Margins Program (DMP) 1997 ICRISAT 
Collaborative Program for Sustainable Agricultural development in Central 
Asia and the Caucasus (CAC) 1998 ICARDA 
* WARDA is passing the role of convening SWIHA to IFPRI in 2008   
































































































































































































































































































































































































…Comparative evidence from Kenya suggests that men's gross value of output per hectare is eight percent higher 
than women's. However, if women had the same human capital endowments and used the same amounts of factors 
and inputs as men, the value of their output would increase by some 22 percent. Their productivity is well below its 
potential. Capturing this potential productivity gain by improving the circumstances of women farmers would 
substantially increase food production in SSA, thereby significantly reducing the level of food insecurity in the region. 
If these results from Kenya were to hold in SSA as a whole, simply raising the productivity of women to the same level 
as men could increase total production by 10 to 15 percent (Saito et al. 1994). It has been demonstrated that where 



















































A number of other changes will strengthen women’s contributions to agricultural production and sustainability. These 
include support for public services and investment in rural areas in order to improve women’s living and working 
conditions; giving priority to technological development policies targeting rural and farm women’s needs and 
recognizing their knowledge, skills and experience in the production of food and the conservation of biodiversity; and 
assessing the negative effects and risks of farming practices and technology, including pesticides on women’s health, 
and taking measures to reduce use and exposure. Finally, if we are to better recognize women as integral to 
sustainable development, it is critical to ensure gender balance in AKST (Agriculture Knowledge and Sustainable 
Development) decision making at all levels and provide mechanisms to hold AKST organizations accountable for 







































































































Number and  














All Respondents (201) 183 / 91.04% 79.23% 12.02% 8.75% 4.04 
ExCo and Members (91) 79 / 86.81% 84.21% 10.53% 5.26% 4.08 
BCs/Center Execs (54) 53 / 98.15% 81.13% 9.43% 9.44% 4.09 








Number and  














Science Council (21) 17 / 80.95% 64.70% 17.65% 17.65% 4.16 


























All Respondents (201) 165 / 82.09% 34.55% 43.03% 22.42% 3.11 
ExCo & Members (91) 71 / 78.02% 41.18% 23.53% 35.29% 3.20 
BCs/Center Execs (54) 54 / 100% 46.16% 38.46% 15.38% 3.29 
Challenge Program (15) 10 / 66.67% 0.0% 80.0% 20%% 2.80 
Science Council (21) 15 / 75.0% 53.33% 20.0% 26.67% 3.06 











































Provide training and guidance 
materials or best practices on 
gender and diversity in agriculture 
1 59.2% 1 68.83% 2 50.0% 2 66.67% 3 38.89% 3 58.82% 
PRGA Program should deal with 
other diversity and equity issues in 
addition to gender 
2 45.98% 4 42.86% 1 54.0% 5 41.67% 5 44.44% 5 35.29% 
Have written gender policy and 
strategy to cover CGIAR and 
Centers 
3 43.1% 3 46.75% 4 30.0% 4 50.0% 1 50.0% 1 64.71% 
Collect more gender dis-aggregated 
data and performance indicators for 
PM System 
4 43.1% 2 50.65% 5 20.0% 1 66.67% 2 44.44% 2 58.82% 
Establish specific accountabilities 
System-Wide to address rural 
women’s and girls’ needs 
5 41.38% 5 42.86% 3 34.0% 3 50.0% 4 38.89% 4 58.82% 









































In summary, the Science Council sees a real need for more focused research on Gender Analysis (GA) leading the 
mainstreaming GA into all CGIAR research. This is not being achieved in the current PRGA program (nor was it 
achieved when GA was part of the Gender and Diversity Program). The SC urges the Alliance to consider how this 
might be best achieved either in phasing out the PR component of the PRGA in order then to focus on the GA or in 















Throughout its existence, the PRGA Program has been guided by its programmatic goal "to improve the ability of the 
CGIAR System and other collaborating institutions to develop technology which alleviates poverty, improves food 
security, and protects the environment with greater equity" and its programmatic purpose "to assess and develop 
methodologies and organizational innovations for gender-sensitive participatory research, and operationalize their use 















































































“Substantive consideration of gender in EPMRs is still the exception rather than the rule. Some EPMR Panels claim 
that good science is blind to gender. But if the ultimate objective of the CGIAR is an impact on food security, poverty 
reduction and sustainable natural resource management, attention to gender is unavoidable. 
Reviewing EPMRs indicates that: 
• Gender in programs is mentioned somewhat in EPMRs of: CIAT, CIMMYT, CIP and ICRISAT 
• Gender in programs is mentioned very slightly in EPMRs of: ICARDA, ILRI, IPGRI, IWMI and WARDA 
• Gender is not mentioned in programs in EPMRs of: CIFOR, ICLARM, ICRAF, IFPRI, IITA and IRRI  
However, these statements are both a reflection of the EPMRs and the work of the Centers; i.e., it is quite possible 
































“Research in the centers should be informed by all dimensions of the populations that matter in terms of the research, 
that being—religious differences, racial, cultural, economic, and gender differences.  With biases in the past existing, 
all of these differences should be brought to the forefront, as is the case in medical research today.” 
“Incorporating gender and diversity into research planning is essential. This is a research function. It must be 
separated from the gender staffing of the present program. Some centers (e.g., ILRI, IRRI) have strong research 
programs in gender analysis. These nodes can be captured by the RESEARH part of the system and strengthened.” 
“Gender should be more visibly recognized in all priority-setting and research-planning and be a criterion in outcome 
and impact monitoring. “ 
“Evaluate Center programs by how well their technologies reach women and children.” 
“Research projects should be required to indicate the gender relevance and particular efforts to be made in ensuring 



































































Type of Management Support Percent Number of Responses 
Speaks to the issue in internal and external forums 88.9% 24 
Requires gender strategies in the Medium Term Plan 37.0% 10 
Requires gender strategies in project approval documents 29.6% 8 
Requires gender results in performance management. 29.6% 8 
Inquires into lessons learned on gender 55.6% 15 





















































































































































 Definition Remedy 
Intent 
Discrimination 
Discrimination as the deliberate act of biased or 
prejudiced persons.   
 
Education to change the hearts and minds of 
politicians, employers, policymakers, teachers, 




Routine treatment different for the old and 
young, males and females, minorities and non-
minorities.  It includes legally required or 
informally prescribed practices.  
Adoption of practices to treat all groups equally. 
Systemic 
Discrimination   
 
Practices having a negative or differential 
impact on women and other designated groups 
even though community-based norms or 
organization policy guiding those practices 
were established and implemented with no 
intent to harm and with no prejudice.  On their 
face and in their intent, the practices appear 
fair and neutral.  The disproportionate impact 
cannot be justified as predicting individual 
performance in the project or on the job.  
Systemic discrimination has also been called 
impact or institutional discrimination.  The key 
point is that such discrimination is described in 
terms of systems and effects rather than 
intentional wrongs.  It is the entrenchment of 
social, cultural and physical norms in 
processes and practices in organizations and 
institutions.  
 
Individuals cannot usually feel or see systemic 
discrimination.  It is unintentional. 
 
 
The shift which occurred moved the 
understanding from solely attitudinal or 
intentional mechanisms to institutional 
mechanisms which result in disproportionate 
exclusion of women in comparison to men. 
Minorities groups compared to non minorities 
groups within a particular setting. This shift allows 
for operational indices, statistical indices of 
systemic discrimination.  The remedy thus 
requires three steps, called “adverse impact 
analysis”:  For women this would entail:  
1. Measurement of the impact of an employment 
practice on women as compared to men or the 
participation rate of women is compared to the 
participation rate of men. 
2. If women are disproportionately excluded, an 
examination of the practice is made to 
determine its validity, its necessity to attain the 
goals of the program or project.  If the practice 
is not valid, it is eliminated. 
3. If the practice is valid, an “alternative” is sought 
which would accomplish the goals yet have no 
or lesser adverse impact. 
Amending a practice that excludes 
women/developing country nationals may be 







 Definition Remedy 
often, special measures are also required to bring 
victims of past exclusion to a position they would 
have reached had there been no prior 
discrimination or to address their special 













































Definition Impact Remedy Approaches 
Intentional Individual Advocacy Justice Equal Access Passive  Non discrimination Women 
       


























































































































In most Centers there is serious lack of commitment to G&D goals among the Management Teams, Center 
Directors and Principle staff. I am in favour of positive recruitment. 
 
I would really like to see the System attract the best staff, appoint the best Boards, convene the best review 







































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Chataway and Smith (2007) identify the following features of successful partnerships: 
(a) Articulation—Ability of partners to define their roles, how they relate with each other and set 
clear goals and responsibilities. Whether partners set the vision and goals of the relationship 
together from the beginning determines the success of partnerships.  
(b) Resourcing—successful partnerships tend to be resourced. Funds, expertise and other 
resources are made available for or dedicated to the building of the partnership itself. 
(c) Prior history and pre-existing trust—partnerships that succeed tend to be those where 
partners have prior knowledge of and/or information on each other, have history of working 
together and established some common ways of doing things together. Partnerships work 
better and deliver results over long periods of time. 
Earlier work by Spink and Merrill-Sands (1999) articulates additional elements of partnership: 
(d) Compelling vision—partnerships need leaders and members who develop a compelling 
vision, a strong sense of purpose, and trust and commitment of members or partners in the 
relationship. 
(e) Strong and shared leadership—successful partnerships are often developed through skilled 
facilitation by leaders. At the beginning, partnerships are dependent on leadership to facilitate 
the establishment of common goals, values and frameworks for engagement. 
(f) Shared problem definition and approach—for a partnership to be successful, partners in the 
relationship should be involved in the definition of the problem to be solved from the beginning 
as well as in the design of programs for problem solving. Partners need to share or have a 
common understanding of the problem to be solved and agree on common approaches to 
solving. 
(g) Sharing power or power equity—each partner in the relationship should have space, ability 
and authority to influence decisions. No one partner should intimidate the other or others in the 
relationship. 
(h) Recognize interdependency—partners need to be aware of how interdependent they are and 
should be committed to bring their differentiated capabilities to create new value that each 
cannot individually or independently generate;  
(i) Mutual accountability—successful partnerships occur when all members/partners fulfill their 

















Bezanson et al (2004) have defined partnerships as relationships that “entail ‘distributed power’ that depend on 
consensus.” They propose the following typology of partnerships: 
(a) Consultative partnerships—institutions getting into relationships for purposes of sharing or exchanging information; 
(b) Coordinative partnerships—relationships that are established by and/or among institutions or partner entities to 
avoid duplication in order to increase efficiency and effectiveness; 
(c) Complementary partnerships—relationships in which or through which parties with separate initiatives agree to 
support each other to achieve their individual goals guided by a common framework; 
(d) Collaborative partnerships—institutions sharing a common vision agree to work together through common 
programs; and 
(e) Critical partnerships—these are relationships in which partners consider each other as indispensable in achieving 






















• Civil Society Organizations are among the most critical of CGIAR’s stakeholders. These groups were also most 
influential with regard to CGIAR’s overall reputation, including with Members of the CGIAR. 
• Coordination of activities across different Centers and the quality of partnerships was seen as weaknesses of the 
CGIAR. Other concerns included excessive bureaucracy, the lack of funding, and relevance. 
• Specific to Centers, good partnership ratings ranged from 43.2 percent (Africa Rice) to 66.6 percent (Bioversity). 
On average across all Centers: 
• Only 51 percent of respondents agreed that Centers share credit for the success of projects with the partners 
involved. 
• Only 42 percent agreed that Centers do not duplicate efforts underway in other research institutions. 
• Only 40 percent agreed that Centers fully and meaningfully involve partners in important decision making. 





















































The IRRI-CIMMYT Programmatic Alliance is an example of what may constitute a “critical partnership.” In 2005, IRRI and 
CIMMYT announced a decision to establish a research- and resource-sharing partnership. Specific research priorities 
were identified by the Centers and agreed upon by the two boards. In order to maximize the operational efficiency of the 
two Centers, they entered into arrangements to share a range of support services and country offices in China and India. 
The IRRI-CIMMYT Alliance has also developed unified governance and management systems for the shared activities. 
This involved appointing two common Board members in 2006. A special joint boards committee was established assess 
how best to achieve such a unified system. It comprises of two trustees from each Center, the two directors general, and 



















































































































































 2005 2006 2007 2005-2007 average 
Average 46 43 45 45 
Africa Rice 51 25 11 29 
Bioversity 36 43 48 42 
CIAT 54 23 47 41 
CIFOR 37 47 32 39 
CIMMYT 52 65 64 60 
CIP 73 28 52 51 
ICARDA 52 52 95 66 
ICRISAT 43 49 49 47 
IFPRI 20 24 35 26 
IITA 53 52 38 48 
ILRI 45 52 41 46 
IRRI 55 59 43 52 
IWMI 23 33 41 32 
World Agroforestry 58 28 40 42 










































































The AGROCURI program is a higher agricultural education initiative managed by the CGIAR in cooperation with partner 
institutions in developing and developed countries. By sharing the global knowledge on agriculture in the form of learning 
resources, its aim is to address the constraint of limited capacity in developing countries to implement action for pro-poor and 
sustainable agricultural growth.  
 
The African Women in Agricultural Research and Development (AWARD) program is an initiative of the CGIAR with support 
from the Gates Foundation. The program consists of a series of competitive two-year fellowships designed to fast-track the 
careers of African women in agricultural R&D. High-performing scientists are selected for fellowships at three critical career 
































Increasing productivity 127.4 49.3 123.3 34.8 178.5 37.1 
Saving biodiversity 19.9 7.7 34.2 9.6 46.9 9.7 
Protecting the environment 29.7 11.5 67.2 18.9 72.4 15 
Improving policies  25.5 9.9 49.0 13.8 80.4 16.7 














































































EPMR Principal Findings 
First 1985 • Many donors confused about ISNAR’s role 
• Directors-General of other Centers also confused on ISNAR role 
• Confusion arising from ISNAR not having a clearly enunciated medium-term strategy 
Second 1989 • Progress made, but ISNAR lacking an institutional approach to capacity strengthening of NARS 
• ISNAR functioning on an individual, case-by-case basis; in need of multiplier approaches  
Third 1996 • Many achievements praised, but ISNAR not equipped to meet new and emerging needs 
• ISNAR’s niche still unclear and needs to be defined 
Forth 2002 • A devastating EPMR 
• Unacceptably low level of scientific output (0.2 peer-reviewed journal articles per year per 
scientist) 
• Lack of clarity on clients and no clear idea of comparative advantage 
• Questionable skills mix. 























































ISNAR as a Self-Standing Center ISNAR as a Division of IFPRI 
1993 1996 1999 2001 2007 



























































































































































































































































































• Reinforcement of NGO-CG Centers’ collaboration and the need to invest more time and 
money in seeking out NGO research partners;  
• NGOs must be partners in research process from beginning to end; 
• Create a specific fund for collaborative research programs involving NGOs;  
• International Centers should be mandated to work closely with NGOs to disseminate farmer-
inspired research; 






Include NGOs in the design of mid-term plans. Review how NGO partners might contribute to 


































































































































Consultations on thematic research area (with regional outreach) for strategic program planning Centers 
Partnerships throughout project development, 
implementation, evaluation and impact assessment 
Centers 
 
Strategic dialogues for promoting shared visions for the future Centers & System 
Dialogue on System priorities and policies System 







Mutual information and learning events Centers & System 
Public information and dialogue for meeting 











































































































































































































































































































The world’s largest seed and agrochemical corporations are stockpiling hundreds of monopoly patents on genes in 
plants that the companies will market as crops genetically engineered to withstand environmental stresses such as 
drought, heat, cold, floods, saline soils, and more. BASF, Monsanto, Bayer, Syngenta, Dupont and biotech partners 
have filed 532 patent documents (a total of 55 patent families) on so-called “climate ready” genes at patent offices 
around the world. In the face of climate chaos and a deepening world food crisis, the Gene Giants are gearing up for a 






opportunity to push genetically engineered crops as a silver bullet solution to climate change. But patented techno-fix 
seeds will not provide the adaptation strategies that small farmers need to cope with climate change. These proprietary 
technologies will ultimately concentrate corporate power, drive up costs, inhibit independent research, and further 

















































































































































 1987 1990 1994 1998 2002 2006 
World Bank 30.0 34.3 50.0 42.5 50.0 50.0 
IFAD 0.25 .50 1.26 4.0 5.8 8.3 
FAO In Kind In Kind In Kind 0.6 1.8 1.7 








































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































System Priorities and sub-Priorities Centers 2006 CPs 2006 




Priority Area 1: Sustaining biodiversity for current and future generations 
Priority 1A: Conservation and 
characterization of staple crops 10 1 7 SGRP 
Priority 1B: Promoting conservation and 
characterization of under-utilized plant 
genetic resources to increase the income of 
the poor 
12  3 SGRP 
Priority 1C: Conservation of indigenous 
livestock 5  1 SGRP, new SWP 
Priority 1D: Conservation of aquatic animal 
genetic resources  4  1 SGRP 
Priority Area 2: Producing more and better food at lower cost through genetic improvements 
Priority 2A: Maintaining and enhancing 
yields and yield potential of food staples 12 2 8 new SWP 
Priority 2B: Tolerance to selected abiotic 
stresses 10 2 7 Generation CP 
Priority 2C: Enhancing nutritional quality 
and safety 12 1 7 Harvest Plus CP 
Priority 2D: Genetic enhancement of 
selected species to increase income 
generation by the poor  
9  2  
Priority Area 3: Reducing rural poverty through agricultural diversification and emerging opportunities for high-
value commodities and products 
Priority 3A: Increasing income from fruit and 
vegetables 11 1 3 new CP 
Priority 3B: Income increases from livestock 10 1 4 SWLP 
Priority 3C: Enhancing income through 
increased productivity of fisheries and 
aquaculture 
5  2  
Priority 3D: Sustainable income generation 
from forests and trees 6  2  
Priority Area 4: Poverty alleviation and sustainable management of water, land and forest resources 
Priority 4A: Integrated land, water and forest 
management at landscape level 14 2 8 
INRM, CAPRi, 
CSI, new SWP 
Priority 4B: Sustaining and managing 
aquatic ecosystems for food and livelihoods 5 2 3  
Priority 4C: Improving water productivity 12 3 5 Water &Food CP 
Priority 4D: Sustainable agro-ecological 
intensification in low- and high-potential 
areas 
14 2 7 new CP 
Priority Area 5: Improving policies and facilitating institutional innovation to support sustainable reduction of 
poverty and hunger 
Priority 5A: Science and technology policies 
and institutions 14 2 5  
Priority 5B: Making international and 







System Priorities and sub-Priorities Centers 2006 CPs 2006 




Priority 5C: Rural institutions and their 
governance 15 2 5 new CP 
Priority 5D: Improving research and 
development options to reduce rural poverty 
and vulnerability 















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































A coherent framework for strategic planning, management and 
communications based on continuous learning and accountability. 
• Results-oriented strategy sets strategic directions and 
outcomes 
• Management decisions and resource allocations align with 
strategic outcomes 
• Program performance indicators target clients and their  
beneficiaries and differences to be made in beneficiaries’ lives 
• Indicators are used as signals to motivate staff and to provide 


































CGIAR Fund Triennial 
Replenishment  











































1. Global Public 
Goods 
 
Long Term Strategic 
Objectives  
 
1. Center linked genetic lines 
increase agriculture 
productivity, increase food 
security and increase the 
nutritional value of food. 
 
2. Natural resources and 
biodiversity management 
discoveries to have contributed 
to decreasing rural poverty and 
increasing small-holder 
representation in agricultural 
markets. 
 
3. Global vulnerability in food 
security decreases linked to 
Centers’ program- based 
research and policy impacts. 
1. Co-sponsors judge CGIAR 
System as a partner and a key 




2. CGIAR policy dialogue at the 
global level (FAO, IFAD, 
UNDP/EP and with 
international NGOs and Private 
Sector) advances the interests 
of the poor farmer and food 
consumer, especially women. 
 
3. Trust in CGIAR System 
increases as seen by annual 
real funding increases to 2020. 
1. CGIAR System and 
strategic partners position 
Agricultural Research for 
Development (R4D) as key to 
climate change mitigation and 
adaptation, food security and 
food productivity for the poor. 
 
2. Overall funding for R4D 






Has been integrated, assessed 
and given regulatory or other 
shape at the regional and 
country level. 
 
2. CGIAR System research 
creates a critical mass of 
1. CGIAR System partners with 
national/regional entities to 
improve expenditure in 
agriculture research and to 
rebuild national systems. .  
 
2. CGIAR- trained scientists 
supported by donors graduate 
1.CGIAR supported Centers 
core activities complemented 
by donors programs and 
national programs  
 
 
2. Joint accountability 
















knowledge to affect Regional 
and National approaches to 
agriculture for the poor and for 
demonstrating success. 
  
3. Small scale farmers and 
fishers and other natural 
resource workers are better off 
using CGIAR varieties and 
other discoveries. 
and have access to a global 
research fund for strengthening 
national research organizations 
and NARs. 
 





making, reinforce alignment; 
collective action to achieve 
CGIAR strategic objectives 
 
3. Improvement shown in focus 
on shared priorities, adequacy 
and predictability of funding 
and harmonized procedures. 
 






outcomes to be 
achieved across the 
all instruments.   
1. Beneficiary voice, especially 
female farmers improve 




2. Center clients use CGIAR 
science to improve the lives of 
citizens, especially the poor.  
 
1. Investment efficiency 
improves: most promising lines 
of research for achieving 
strategic objectives are 
identified, 
 
2. Research quality improves 
by more strategic choice of 
investments, and timely 
adjustments made to reflect 
new science. Process efficiency 
improves, e.g., publications, 
grants, lab analysis, and policy 
interventions.  
1. Relationships with NARS, 
private sector and rural 
development NGOs create a 
positive environment for 
knowledge sharing and for 
applying CGIAR science and 
















































  Funding, facilities, 
human resources that support  
research 
Accomplishments delivered by research  
(Short Term) 










 Clients: NAR/Gov’t/CSO/Firm  
Use Science to Improve Programs/ 
(Med Term)  
Limited control Moderate Risk 
Farmer/Consumer 
Quality  of Life Improved 
(Med to Long Term) 
Very limited control, High Risk 
Societal Goals Achieved. 
(Long Term) 
















































































WHAT MfDR INVOLVES WHAT CGIAR DOES 
Results-oriented strategy sets strategic directions and 
defines desired outcomes of Centers and programs relative 
to the mission and strategic objective indicators 
Competency-oriented strategy, not prioritizing research for 
results 
Management decisions and resources aligned with 
strategic objectives  
There is no management system: Independent Centers not 
working together or effectively with CGIAR and its 
coordinating bodies  
Programme performance targets clients/partners and 
client/partner’s beneficiaries quality of life improvements 
Programme performance targets outputs, and is unclear 
about IPG “core” and “complementary” roles 
Indicators used to direct resources to most effective 
results, motivate staff and improve of service 
Mistrust between System and Centers relates to indicators 











































































































































Zone of Control 




































































promised within agreed 
allocation 
Final Outcomes 




changes with clients 
Monitoring resource 
use 
Monitoring influence of   


























P a rtn e r / U s e r / C lie n t  
In p u ts    
 A c tiv itie s    
O u tp u ts    
In te rm e d ia te   
o u tc o m e s    
F in a l o u tc o m e s    
G o a ls    
O b je c tiv e s  
G o a ls  / Im p a c ts    
M is s io n    
In p u ts  /  A c tiv i tie s  
O u tp u ts    
  
G o a ls    
O b je c tiv e  
M is s io n    
C G IA R    
G o a ls  / Im p a c ts    
F in a l o u tc o m e s    
In te rm e d ia te   
o u tc o m e s    
L a d d e r o f In flu e n c e b etw e e n  an  O rg a n iza tio n  a n d  its  
P a r tn ers : C G IA R  C e n te r O utp u ts  M a y In p u ts  to  
C o m p lem e nta ry  D eliv e ry  S ys tem s  W hic h  R ed u c e  P o v e rty  
o r  G u id e   G lo b a l P o lic y  a n d  P rov id e  In te rn at io n al 
S ta n d a rd s    
O u tp u ts / In te rm e d ia te
o u tc o m e s  b e c o m e  
in p u ts  fo r p a rtn e r/












































































































































































































































































































































































Outputs, Outcomes and Impacts 
1 Percent of MTP output targets achieved 
2 Science Council score on each Center’s five most significant outcomes during that year (Scale 1 to 10) 
3A Science Council/SPIA rating of each Center’s commitment to documenting impacts and creating an impact 
assessment culture 
3B SC/SPIA rating of the rigor of two Center impact studies carried out in those three years. (This indicator is collected 
only once every three years)  
Quality and Relevance of Research 
4A Number of externally peer-reviewed publications per scientist in that year (excluding Thompson/ISI journals)  
4B Number of peer-reviewed publications per scientist in that year in Thompson/ISI journals 
4C Percentage of scientific papers that are published with developing country partners in refereed journals, conference 








4D Relative rating of each Center’s 10 best publications as judged by the Thompson/ISI Journal impact factor. 
(indicator being piloted) 
(B) Institutional Health 
Governance 
5A Score on governance checklist 
5B Peer review panel rating of the relevance/merit and anticipated impact of two Board actions in that year that were, 
in the opinion of the Board, the most important in improving oversight 
Culture of Learning and Change 
5C Score on culture of learning and change checklist 
Diversity 
5D Does the Center have Board-approved gender and diversity goals? Yes/no 
5E Percentage of women in management (research and non-research) at December 31 
5F Percent of internationally recruited staff from the top two IRS list countries 
5G Percent of scientists/researchers with PhDs conferred in past five years  
(C) Financial Health 
6A Short-term solvency (liquidity) 
6B Long-term financial stability (adequacy of reserves) 
6C Efficiency of operations (indirect costs ratio) 
6D Cash management on restricted operations 
6E External audit opinion qualified/unqualified  












(A) Results  
Achievement of MTP output targets (PMS 1) 05.0% 
Science Council rating of Center-reported research outcomes (PMS 2) 12.5% 
Science Council (SPIA) rating of the Quality of Impact Monitoring (PMS 3A) 10.0% 
Science Council (SPIA) rating of the Quality of Two Impact Studies (PMS 3B) 07.5% 
Sub-Total: 35.0% 
(B) Quality and Relevance of Current Research  
Peer-Reviewed Pubs. Per Scientist (Journals not listed in Thompson/ISI, PMS 4A) 02.5% 
Peer-Reviewed Pubs. Per Scientist (Journals listed in Thompson/ISI, PMS 4B) 05.0% 
Percent of publications co-authored with developing country partner(s) (PMS 4C) 04.0% 
Sub-Total: 11.5% 








Governance Score (PMS 5A) 10.0% 
Peer review Panel rating of two Board Actions that Improved Oversight (PMS 5B) 05.0% 
Rating on “Culture of Learning and Change” (PMS 5C) 08.0% 
Diversity (incl. women in management and whether G&D goals are in place) (PMS 5D-5G) 07.5% 
Sub-Total: 30.5% 
(D) Financial Health  
  
Solvency/Reserves (days of expenditures) (PMS 6B) 12.0% 
Efficiency of Operations (indirect costs ratio) (PMS 6C) 05.0% 
Cash management in restricted operations (PMS 6D) 05.0% 
Sub-Total: 23.0% 
















































































































































































































2006 Thomson/ISI Publications per Scientist and Weighted by Journal 

































Thomson/ISI Publications per Scientist























































































































































































































































































































































































Commodity Ecoregional NRM Policy




























































































































































































































































.1 .15 .2 .25 .3 .35
Budget per Publication (US$ million)
95% CI Fitted values
Outcomes07
Higher outcomes are related to lower budget per publication























































































































































































































































































































































"GOVERNANCE is the exercise of political, economic and administrative authority to manage a nation's 
affairs. It is the complex mechanisms, processes and institutions through which citizens and groups articulate 
their interests, exercise their legal rights and obligations, and mediate their differences." (UNDP) 
“GOVERNANCE is the manner in which power is exercised in the management of a country’s social and 
economic resources for development. Governance means the way those with power use that power.” (Asian 
Development Bank 
GOVERNANCE is "… the traditions and institutions by which authority in a country is exercised for the 
common good. This includes (i) the process by which those in authority are selected, monitored and 
replaced, (ii) the capacity of the government to effectively manage its resources and implement sound 
policies, and (iii) the respect of citizens and the state for the institutions that govern economic and social 





















































































STAGE Key Characteristics 
1 
Pre 1971 
Before the  CGIAR 
• Only four Centers, IRRI, CIAT, IITA and CIMMYT; financed by Ford and Rockefeller 
Foundations.  
• Boards comprised of persons appointed by the foundations. 
• Small boards (9-12 members) of mainly leading international agricultural and 
biological scientists, all in personal capacities. Singular governance task of Boards - to 
support scientists to do good science. Financial management and fiduciary oversight 
handled directly by the Foundations.  
2 
1971-1990 
 The Golden Age of the 
CGIAR 
• Boards decided by CGIAR nomination and/or by board self-renewal. 
• The size of boards increased to average of about 16; still mainly scientists. Focus of 
governance still mainly supporting scientists with resources and freedom for research, 
but financial oversight increased. Little direct accountability to donors and no 
systematic results measurement and reporting. 
• Financial resources grow rapidly and provided mainly as unrestricted core. 
• Number of Centers increases from 4 to 18. 
• Wide variability in governance between Center Boards.  
3 
1990-1998 
The End of Eden 
• Sharp decline in funding both to CGIAR and agriculture as a whole.  
• Donors increasingly concerned with accountability - Restricted funding rises to roughly 
40 percent of total.  
• 1993 – ‘Oversight Committee’ established (a significant step towards centralized 
governance).  It reports “uneven performance” across Center Boards. 
• 1995 – Lucerne Summit aims to “stop the financial decline and place the system on a 
more solid and sustainable footing”.  Proposal to formalize CGIAR as a single 
organization under unified governance structure not adopted. Summit does not 
reverse financial deterioration.  
• 1997 – Pressures for more centralized governance and controls; 7 reference guides 
issued for Centers and Boards, including “The Role, Responsibilities and 
Accountability of Center Board of Trustees”.  
• 1998 – Third System Review proposes executive Board of donors with no voting 











































ODA for agriculture Total ODA ODA for agriculture  (%) 
STAGE Key Characteristics 
4 
1998-2007  
From Crisis to Crisis: 
Continuous Attempts at 
Reform 
• Severe deterioration in quantity and quality of CGIAR financing – some structural 
changes (consolidations); some Centers border on insolvency. 
• CGIAR Secretariat and Science Council efforts to bring about system consistency 
generate opposition; trust between Center Boards, CGIAR Secretariat and Science 
Council deteriorates.  Alliance formed as defense mechanism against mergers.   
• Paradoxical messages from donors; on one hand, mounting and persistent pressures 
for integrated strategies and collective accountability, but effective incentives provided 
by donors push towards fragmentation.               
• CGIAR achieves a written charter, but entirely non binding.  
• 2003-2005, increased evidence of donor frustration; calls for consolidations and 
mergers and single governance structure.   
5 
2008 
Uncertain Future: Major 
Threats and New 
Opportunities 
• Change Management Program launched with aim of renewing the CGIAR 
• Agriculture moves back onto center stage of international political economy; presents 
new opportunity to CGIAR.  Overall architecture of international agriculture for 
development, however, deeply fragmented.   


























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































• The Alliance is a positive step as it allows DGs and 
Chairs to meet and to work out synergies. 
• The Centers have not been united and the Alliance 
was weak and lacking in authority.  This has 
improved. 
• The Alliance is now addressing the critical issue of 
governance.  The Alliance has earned legitimacy. .  
• The Alliance has been a useful intermediary step to 
corporate governance; it has improved inter-Center 
communications and stimulated more open debate 
among DGs and Chairs. 
• The Centers have been deliberately marginalized 
from decision-making over the past 5-6 years.  The 
creation of the Alliance was an attempt to address this 
and there is some movement in the right direction. . 
• I was not a strong believer of the Alliance when it was 
created. I have to admit that it turning out to be a good 
surprise… there is now recognition that a single voice 
like the Alliance can be quite effective. 
• What is important to understand here is that we are 
attempting to change what have been 30+ years of 
competitive behavior…There is progress, but it is 
understandably slow.  
• The Alliance is an embarrassment – entirely 
defensive – plays no useful role but costs money.. 
• I confess to being totally disillusioned about the 
ability of the Alliance to change; individual interest 
is always placed ahead of the collective good.. 
• The Alliance is performing poorly; it works like a UN 
body – endless discussion, no clear agenda, and 
never a decision.  
• We (the Centers) created the Alliance to defend our 
turf and the status quo – it was not a positive action 
but more like moving the chairs on the Titanic.  Now 
we have another excuse for meetings…all we have 
done is to create one more level of administration.  
• The Alliance has only added a further element of 
complexity to an already complex governance 
system. 
• It (the Alliance) cannot speak for 15 Centers; so it is 
just a talking shop. 
• If we eliminated it (the Alliance) tomorrow it would 
not be missed. That says how important or effective 













































































Summary of Delegations Assigned to the Executive Committee 38 
1 Coordination and oversight of the CGIAR-wide strategic and 
operational planning processes; 
2 Recommendations on Challenge Programs resource mobilization, allocation plans, 
medium term plans and annual financing plans: 
3 Monitoring administrative actions arising out of the decisions taken by the CGIAR: 
4 Oversight of evaluation activities on behalf of the CGIAR: 
5 Recommendations concerning key appointments to System-Wide posts: 
6 Oversight of the work programs and performance of advisory and support units 





























































Non-rotating members   
CGIAR Chair  1 
Cosponsors (FAO, World Bank, UNDP, IFAD)  3 
Science Council Chair and Alliance representative  2 
GFAR  1 
   
Rotating members   
OECD/DAC Country representatives  5 
Americas 1 member  
Asia and Pacific 1 member  
Europe 3 members  
Developing country representatives  5 
Americas 1 member  
Sub-Saharan Africa 1 member  
Asia and Pacific 1 member  
Central and West Asia and North Africa 1 member  
Regional Fora 1 member  
Foundations  1 
Civil society/NGOs/farmers organizations  1 
Private sector  1 















Figure Q-10A All Respondents 

















No importance Minor importance Signif icant value/
Not Important
Important Very ImportantT=100%













Figure Q-10B All Respondents 




















Not clearly either Effective Very effectiveT=100%


















Figure Q-10C All Respondents 
What should be done o improve on mandate, composition or functions 
of Executive Council




















More representation of scientist
More power in ExCo decision-making to major shareholders









More representation by constituency



















“ExCo and AGM are weak” … “ExCo should be strengthened” … “ExCo has too many members.” 
“If organized differently ExCo could be more valuable” … “Retain the same structure, but make it more efficient.” 
“ExCo should be abolished” 
“ExCo has no legal standing” …. “Its value added is not clear to all.”  
“ExCo can play a key role if donors increase their own coordination  
“ExCo cannot take decisions. They have to go back to the AGM for practically everything.” 




































































• In the area of common administrative services: human resources (e.g., coordination of personnel policies and 
corresponding manuals and databases); finance (e.g., coordination of financial policies with respect to audit, 
investments, risk management); general administrative services (e.g., development of procurement policies and 
guidelines); information and communication technology (e.g., coordination of Systems and software, creation and 
management of networks in the administrative areas). 
  
• In the area of programmatic services: science advocacy (e.g., promotion of the contribution of science to food 
security, poverty alleviation and natural resources management); strategic partnerships (e.g., promotion of a 
common approach and standards for dealing with NARS); knowledge management (e.g., creation of networks 
within the System to achieve critical mass); intellectual property rights (e.g., negotiation of System wide IPR 












































CGIAR Secretariat 1975 Serves as the hub of the CGIAR System with a significant integration and 
facilitation role to ensure that collective action by many independent but 
interdependent components is directed to the CGIAR mission, 
implements communication with the CG System and with its partners 
Science Council 
Secretariat 
(formerly the Technical 
Advisory Committee) 
1975 Provides technical and administrative support by preparing strategic 
studies and documents, preparing external reviews, organizing SC 
meetings, backstopping the activities of four SC panels and implementing 
SC decisions. 
Alliance Office 2006 
 
Established by Center Board Chairs and Center Directors-General, the 
Alliance Office provides high-level strategic and operational support to 
CGIAR Centers. Conceived as an integral part of the CGIAR System 
Office, this unit is intended to ensure the alignment of the Centers’ work 
with the wider CGIAR activities and objectives, and to inform the 
collective work of the System Office with the Centers’ views and 
expertise. 
Gender & Diversity 1999 Provides and facilitates expert advice and enhances the exchange of 
knowledge on and experience with gender diversity.  
Internal Audit 2000 Provide a cost-effective internal audit service to improve operations and 
strengthen internal controls in participating Centers 
 
CAS-IP43 
2002 Provide and facilitate expert advice and enhance the exchange of 
knowledge and experiences in IP Management and Technology Transfer. 
Chief Information Officer 2002 Helps to plan and coordinate information technology, information and 
knowledge management within the CG System. 
SAS-Human Resources 2003 Assists participating Centers in defining needs, developing and 
implementing sound people policies through strategic approaches, 
monitoring the impact and success of human resources policy and 
practice. 
Media Unit 2006 Develop and implement a media strategy that secures positive coverage 
of joint Center research achievements and impacts of collective work in 
mainstream print and broadcast media outlets. 
AIARC44 Withdrawn  













































Cost Performance Structure Trust Non-Specific Total 
27 21 10 14 20 92 


















































































“Under its previous leadership, the CGIAR Secretariat abdicated its responsibility.” 
“The role of the former CGIAR Chair and Secretariat was poorly executed. It produced deep divisions.” 
“The CG Secretariat preferentially served the WB and not the members.” 
“(There is a) conflict of interest in having the Secretariat as World Bank employees. It’s real and problematic.”  
“The Secretariat has been given too much power and it is not transparent in dealing with us.” 
“The Secretariat has not been very transparent.” 
“Remove the conflict of interest from the secretariat.” 
“The Bank controls the secretariat directly.” 
“What is needed is a more open and honest Secretariat that openly consults with Board Chair and listens to their input.” 
“Reform of the CG secretariat, particularly with regard to the attitudes of many of its staff (although there are a few 
notable exceptions).  Recognition that they are there to serve the members and the Centers.  Recognition that many in 
the CG secretariat are inexperienced and politically appointed, often without a real recruitment exercise.  A bit more 
humility in this context, and less arrogance towards the Centers.   Currently the CGIAR Secretariat is the most negative 










 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 
# of SO units 10 9 8 9 8 
 Budget (US$ 000) 
CGIAR Secretariat 3.9 3.95 4.18 4.15 4.2 
Science Council Secretariat  1.9 1.0 1.5 2.16 2.2 
Alliance Office  0.2 0.43 0.6 0.6 
CAS-IP 0.2 0.2 0.53 0.73 0,6 
CIO 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.6 
G & D 0.6 0.6 0.8 1.13 1.8 
IAU 0.4 0.3 0.7 0.8 0.7 
SAS-HR 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.3 0.6 
FHF 0.6 0.2    
AIARC 0.9     
Media     0.2 
      
Total SO Budget 9.4 7.2 9.8 10.4 9.9 
Total CGIAR Budget 381 437 350 489 520 
 Percentage SO/CGIAR Budget 


















































































































































































































































































































Traditional Country CGs  Evolved Country CGs  CGIAR 
Country strategy and priorities 
converted into projects as foci for 
donor attention   
Country strategy and sector-wide 
approaches within PRSPs. Often 
budget support 
Strategy absent; main focus on 
projects 
Formal Pledging session – 
multiple year pledging  
Collaboration and alignment plus 
multi year pledging  
Limited attention to collaboration or 
alignment; mainly annual pledging  
No charter of rules-based 
Membership (attendance)  
Variable rules-based collaboration 
determined at national level 
Charter (non binding) but codified 
membership rules 
Full donor sovereignty and country 
independence  
Collective action and co-responsibility 
encouraged. Mutual accountability, 
harmonization, management for 
results, country ownership 
Limited co-responsibility and by 
default to World Bank  
One international actor serves as 
convener and honest broker 
(World Bank CG’s or UNDP 
Round Tables in Least Developed 
Countries)  
Multiple actors (donors and country) 
as conveners Standing institutional 
mechanism established (e.g., PRSP 
coordination committee) and 
convened on continuous basis   
CGIAR Charter establishes that there 
will be an Annual General Meeting of 
the Group (previously semi-annual) 
No standing administrative 
structures to link donors and 
country 
Partnership administrative structures 
such as PRSP committee to link 
donors and country and convened on 
a regular basis  
Formal standing administrative 
arrangements via the CGIAR 
Secretariat, Systems Office, etc.  
Periodic but often irregular 
meetings.  
Continuous processes aiming at 
alignment and performance 
feedback. Annual PRSP strategy and 
review meetings in some countries 
Regularly scheduled meetings but no 
systematic attention to alignment.  
Performance feedback mainly 
bilateral  
Financing usually project-based 
and decided bilaterally  
Financing increasingly program 
based, with budget support gaining 
acceptance 
Combination of program and project 
based financing with funds for 
System-Wide support activities 
No formal membership  No formal membership  Formal membership 
Accountability largely assigned to 
country government  
Shared Accountability (country 
government and donors)  
Accountability unclear. Nominally 
Center Boards fully accountable, but 
financial difficulties default to a single 
donor (World Bank). Gains privatized 


























































































Perceptions on the future of governance at the CGIAR 
 
“There is a consensus that the partnership is severely strained, that it needs major and substantive reform, and that it 
cannot continue in its present form as an informal international association.” 
 
“Two years ago, EU donors were stating openly that they were concerned at the amount of money being consigned to 
the CGIAR with few demonstrable results.  That is still the situation and the CGIAR seems to have done almost 
nothing in concrete terms to deal with this.” 
 
“The CGIAR requires an entirely new governance model that assigns authority and accountability to a central body 
charged with acting in the interests of the system and not only of its component parts. There is no option other than a 
radical restructuring; in this case substance will need to follow form, for unless the form is changed there is no hope of 
addressing substance.” 
 
“Reform attempts must deal squarely with the issues of: new business models for the CGIAR as a whole and its 
member Centers; the comparative advantage and core competencies of different CGIAR components; and the 








Perceptions on the future of governance at the CGIAR 
“The interests and perspectives of various stakeholders are different, a purely global perspective on the CGIAR will not 
work”; …  “A centralized model is not good” … [but] “there is the illusion that ‘One Board’ will solve all the issues” … “A 
super Board without autonomous Center governance may be good for ‘global issues’, but not for the specific problems 
in a region, where there is a need for involvement and buy-in of key stakeholders” 
 
“Combine both system level central governance body with autonomous governance bodies at the individual Center 
level”…  
 
“Could the evaluation challenge the main donors to provide a clear signal of financial support, conditional on a number 
of specific changes? If a commitment to clear and adequate incentives could be made the Centers ‘would jump 
through the hoops’ … they know that the current situation is not sustainable and that radical change is essential, but 
without incentives it will not happen and the default will be to the status quo.” 
 
“There is not going to be a huge pot of core funding to assign to individual Centers for their individual research 
activities.  The best case scenario possible would involve establishment of a significant multi-year funding arrangement 














































































































































































Selected Examples of Successful CGIAR Activities Within an IPG Framework 
Resource-conserving agriculture in the Indo-Gangetic plain: The technological centerpiece to emerge from the Rice-
Wheat Consortium supported by the World Bank and others is a shift towards low- or no-till rice/wheat systems. The 
benefits are well known, including increased system productivity, reduced use of energy, greater water use efficiency, 
increased soil organic content and enhanced opportunities for integration of legumes, vegetables and other crops in the 
rotation. Arguably, such a system could be adopted on its merits, but CIMMYT, in partnership with other Centers and the 
national systems, has catalyzed a rapid expansion across South Asia.  
 
In this instance, the work of one person has been critical in engaging farmers' organizations, small-scale farm equipment 
producers, traders and others in moving to a more profitable and more environmentally-friendly production system. 
Working with partner NARS and other Centers, CIMMYT has promoted extensive adaptation of the basic technology 
packages across more than a million hectares across four countries, adapting it to various situations (including wheat-
sugar cane, wheat-rice-mungbean, wheatmaize, rice-vegetables-legumes, and others) and on different soil types and 
among different socio-economic groups. Agronomist, soil scientists and economists and other disciplines have all been 
brought to bear on a continual refinement of the technology packages. Currently, efforts are expanding eastward towards 
poorer areas with less water control, offering perhaps even greater poverty impacts. 
Deployment of virus-resistant cassava in East Africa: An epidemic of a new and virulent strain of African Cassava 
Mosaic Virus (ACMV) decimated Uganda's production of the crop in the mid-1990s. Working with a set of partners 
(NARO, many NGOs, etc.), IITA led an effort to rapidly multiply and deploy resistant varieties ahead of the moving front 
of the epidemic. Although a substantial development effort was underway, IITA's role remained largely in strategizing and 
coordinating efforts of a number of partners, including those in Tanzania and Kenya. The Center continued its research 
program, but because of the related development efforts, was able to help the Ugandan cassava industry rebound. The 
virus remains a problem, but there is no doubt that major benefits occurred because of the Center’s willingness to 
engage with partners working at the field level. The effort could be usefully studied to gain a greater understanding of 
how research and development efforts are interdependent. An ancillary benefit of the activity was the goodwill and 
support it generated at high levels in development agencies. 
Dissemination of crop seed in relief efforts: When a major drought was forecast for southern Africa in 1990, CGIAR 
Centers were called on by USAID and other development agencies to develop scenarios and help the region prepare by 
multiplying crop varieties that could better withstand drier conditions (e.g. a number of ICRISAT sorghum and millet 
varieties.) At first, there was some resistance in the Centers to undertaking such efforts, but substantial funding for 
regional research networks hung in the balance and in the end, they worked with a range of public and private partners 
to help gear up for the drought (which ultimately failed to reach expected proportions). After the Rwanda genocide in 
1994, a group of donors funded Centers to work with NGOs in an effort to restore that country's crop diversity and offer 
its devastated farming communities the benefit of improved seed. That was the first of a series of efforts during the rest 
of the decade which led to a sea change in how the Centers perceived their role post-disaster, as well as increased 
attention to mitigation and preparedness to help farm-level crises from occurring. These efforts also brought the CGIAR 
into much closer cooperation with the NGO community. 
 
Considerable research was undertaken during the period, often done in conjunction with agriculturalists working in relief 
organizations. Social scientists studied the behavior and resilience of traditional seed systems. This led to an improved 
understanding of how new technologies are perceived and adopted, and of how relief efforts could be more effective. In 
addition, the efforts themselves led to broad impact when measured in terms of adoption of CGIAR-generated varieties 
(some of this was captured in TAC studies in the late 1990s). The experience in Mozambique, Angola and elsewhere 
showed that partnership in relief efforts could bring the benefit of CGIAR research (e.g. improved varieties or cereals and 







































































The Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness 
 
The Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness is a landmark international agreement intended to improve the quality of aid 
and its impact on development. It was endorsed in March 2005 by more than one hundred ministers, heads of 
agencies and other senior officials from a wide range of countries and international organizations. It lays out a road-
map of practical commitments, organized around five key principles of effective aid:  
 
1) Ownership: partner countries exercise effective leadership over their development policies, and strategies and 
coordinate development actions. 
2) Alignment: donors base their overall support on partner countries’ national development strategies, institutions 
and procedures. 
3) Harmonization: donor’s actions are more harmonized, transparent and collectively effective. 
4) Managing for results: managing resources and improving decision-making for results based management of 
development programs. 
5) Mutual accountability: donors and partners are accountable for development results. 
 
The Paris Declaration is a major challenge to the world of development cooperation. Going beyond previous joint 
statements on aid harmonization and alignment, it sets out practical measures with specific targets to be met by 2010 
and definite review points in the years leading up to it. The final Declaration text included commitments not just on the 
established agenda for harmonizing and aligning aid, but on other areas, including country ownership and results 
management as well as mutual accountability. It contained clear provisions for regular monitoring and independent 






















































































































































































































































































Illustrative Structure of CGIAR Financial Arrangements 
 
As an illustration, an appropriate set of financial arrangements for the CGIAR could comprise four main 
windows:  
 
(a) Assured long-term financing mechanisms to guarantee the provision of high priority international public 
goods on a permanent basis. This type of funding is required, in particular, for the creation, expansion 
and maintenance of gene banks that are essential for biodiversity conservation. Current financing 
arrangements at the CGIAR for this purpose are inadequate. Although a hypothecated trust fund (the 
Global Crop Diversity Trust) has been established, it is not yet at the level required to meet annual costs. 
Thus, the well-being of this public good is also dependent on seeking annual contributions from donors. 
Financing for these international public goods should be guaranteed and be considered quite 
independently of arrangements for other IPGs and activities performed by the CGIAR.  
 
(b) A Multi-Year Program-Based Financing Structure which, consistent with the principles of the Paris 
Declaration, should comprise about two thirds of overall CGIAR resources, excluding the endowment 
fund mentioned in (a) above.  Financing for this component would be provided on a rolling three year 
basis and determined against a Strategic Program and Results Framework for the provision of 
international public goods.  The framework, which might include a component for “blue sky research”, 






Illustrative Structure of CGIAR Financial Arrangements 
independent scientific, technical and development advisors, would establish performance indicators for 
each proposed program.  Donors could choose to assign their pledges to the entire program as fully 
unrestricted contributions or to specific strategic program components, but – again consistent with the 
Paris Declaration – on a program basis and not to individual projects.   
  
(c) Specific purpose project funds earmarked to individual Centers (or to project-based partnerships 
between Centers) would fall outside the specifics of replenishment agreements, but projects would be 
expected to demonstrate full cost recovery as well as consistency with the approved Strategic Program 
and Priorities Framework.  To assure such consistency and prevent free ridership problems, transparent 
disclosure of all such projects between all Centers and to the CGIAR membership would be essential.   
 
(d) Donations from non-CGIAR member sources, whether public or private, would be expected to be 
consistent with or complementary to the Strategic Program and Priorities Framework approved for the 
replenishment and full cost recovery to avoid cross subsidization and free riding. Such funding, 
therefore, should be guided by System-Wide adoption of clear, transparent and enforceable rules, 
including application of System-Wide management for results, performance evaluation approaches and 



















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































GPG Project $7.8 M
Restructure/Emergency $1.4 M





Use of Funds Allocation $M Allocation % 
Funds allocated to Centers by Formula 26.4 53% 
Funds allocated to Particular Programs and Committees 19.2 38% 
         - Challenge Programs and SWEPS 09.0 18% 
         - World Bank GPG Project (Update Genebanks) 07.8 16% 
         - Alignment/restructuring/emergency assistance 01.4 03% 
         - Science Council and Committees 01.0 02% 
CGIAR Secretariat 04.4 09% 









































































Fiscal Year ($millions)  CGIAR Member 2005 2006 2007 Total % 
Austria $2.2 $2.8 $1.9 $6.90 2.4% 
Belgium $6.5 $6.5  $13.00 4.5% 
Canada29 $11.0 $16.3 $16.5 $43.80 15.2% 
China $0.8 $0.8 $1.2 $2.80 1.0% 
European Commission $27.1   $27.10 9.4% 
Finland $1.6 $1.8 $2.1 $5.50 1.9% 
France $1.8 $1.9 $2.2 $5.90 2.0% 
Israel $0.5 $0.5 $0.5 $1.50 0.5% 
Italy $5.8  $5.4 $11.20 3.9% 
Japan $0.2   $0.20 0.1% 
Morocco $0.5 $0.5 $0.5 $1.50 0.5% 
New Zealand $0.6 $0.6 $0.7 $1.90 0.7% 
Sweden $4.5   $4.50 1.6% 
Switzerland $0.02 $0.09 $10.5 $10.61 3.7% 
Thailand  $0.1 $0.1 $0.20 0.1% 
Turkey $0.5   $0.50 0.2% 
USA30 $45.9 $48.3 $56.8 $151.00 52.5% 















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































US$ Millions -Nominal 2007 Restricted Revenue 
2007 Unrestricted 
Revenue 




Member Funding $258 $179 $437  
Non Member Funding 57 0 57  
Total Funding 316 179 495 36.2% 
Other Income 0 25 25  




























US$ Millions Nominal 1995 Nominal   2007 Change Total Increase / (Decrease) 12 YR CAGR 
Total Funding  $ 329   $ 495   $ 166   
Other Income  $  15   $ 25   $ 10   













US$ Millions Constant 1995 Constant 2007 Change Total Increase / (Decrease) 12 YR CAGR 
Total Funding  $ 477   $ 495   $ 18    
Other Income $   22   $   25  $   3    














































































































US$ Millions Nominal 1995 
1995 % of Total 
Funding 
Nominal    
2007 
2007 % of 
 Total Funding 
Change 1995-
2007 in $ 
Change 1995-
2007 in % 
Restricted Funding  $ 121  37%  $ 316  64% $ 195  162% 
Unrestricted Funding  $ 208  63%  $ 179  36%  $ (29) (14%) 















US$ Millions Constant 1995 
% of Total 
Funding 
Constant   
2007 
% of Total 
Funding 
Change 1995-
2007 in $ 
Change 1995-
2007 in % 
Restricted Funding  $ 175  37%  $ 316  64% $     141 81% 
Unrestricted Funding  $ 302  63%  $ 179  36%  $ (123) (41%) 

























































1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
















































































































35 . 0 % 
37 . 5 % 
40 . 0 % 
42 . 5 % 
45 . 0 % 
47.5% 
2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
CGIAR Unrestricted Funding Levels with Adjustments

























Version #1- Base Case As Typically Reported 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 
Base Case Restricted  $  200   $   212   $   243   $   255   $   245   $   316  
Base Case Unrestricted  $  158   $   170   $  194   $   195   $   181   $   179  
  $ 357   $  381   $ 437   $  450   $  426   $  495  
       
Restricted % 56% 56% 56% 57% 58% 64% 
Unrestricted %   44%   44%   44%   43%   42%   36% 
 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Version #2- Unrestricted Funding adjusted for 
unique items 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 
Restricted Funding  $  200   $  212   $  243   $   255   $  245  $    316  
Less: Partner Challenge Programs  $       -   $      -   $   (5)  $  (10)  $  (11) $   (17) 
EC Adjustment  $       -   $      -   $       -   $       -   $    30   $   (30) 
Restricted w/o CP Partners  $  200   $  212   $  238   $  245   $  264   $   269  
       
Unrestricted  $ 158   $  170   $ 194   $  195   $ 181   $   179  
Plus: Other Income  $    14   $    17   $    16   $     10   $    22   $     25  
Total  $  172   $  187   $  211   $   205   $  203   $   204  
       
Total Funding  $ 371   $  398   $  448   $ 450   $  467   $  473  
       
Restricted 53.8% 53.1% 53.0% 54.5% 56.5% 56.9% 
Unrestricted w/Other Income   46.2%   46.9%   47.0%   45.5%   43.5%   43.1% 


























































































































































































IITA CIAT ICRISAT ICARDA Center Grant 
Information 
(US$ 000's) 1999 2007 
y/y 
Change 1999 2007 
y/y 
Change 1999 2007 
y/y 




Funding 13,098 25,934 12,836 10,825 24,838 14,013 5,988 8,498 2,510 10,796 13,763 2,967 
Challenge 
Programs - 1,955 1,955 - 3,877 3,877 - 1,816 1,816 - 964 964 
Unrestricted 
w/Attribution 3,436 4,981 1,545 3,703 4,079 376 2,809 4,040 1,231 1,402 3,028 1,626 
Total 
Restricted 16,534 32,870 16,336 14,528 32,794 18,266 8,797 14,354 5,557 12,198 17,755 5,557 
Unrestricted 
Funding 14,208 12,834 (1,374) 13,867 11,448 (2,419) 12,204 11,430 (774) 8,252 9,802 1,550 
Total All 
Funding 30,742 45,704 14,962 28,395 44,242 15,847 21,001 25,784 4,783 20,450 27,557 7,107 
             
Restricted 
Funding 42.6% 56.7% 14.1% 38.1% 56.1% 18.0% 28.5% 33.0% 4.4% 52.8% 49.9% -2.8% 
Challenge 
Programs 0.0% 4.3% 4.3% 0.0% 8.8% 8.8% 0.0% 7.0% 7.0% 0.0% 3.5% 3.5% 
Unrestricted 




53.8% 71.9% 18.1% 51.2% 74.1% 23.0% 41.9% 55.7% 13.8% 59.6% 64.4% 4.8% 
Unrestricted 
Funding 46.2% 28.1% -18.1% 48.8% 25.9% -23.0% 58.1% 44.3% -13.8% 40.4% 35.6% -4.8% 
Total All 
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World Agroforestry (ICRAF) 2005    
Project Size Number of Grants % of Grants 




     
Under US$20,000 38 23%    360,206  2% 
US$20,000-49999 29 18%    914,138  4% 
US$50,000-99,999 30 19% 2,287,914  10% 
US$100,000-199,999 28 17% 3,869,441  17% 
US$200,000-499,999 26 16% 4,722,282  20% 
Over US$500,000 11 7%     10,977,571  47% 




































US $ Millions -
Nominal Values 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 5YR CAGR 
Member Funding  $  332.0 $356.0 $397.0 $413.0 $381.0  $  437.0  5.6% 
Non-member Funding $25.0 $ 25.0 $40.0 $ 37.0 $45.0  $57.0  17.9% 
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% of Total 
Funding 
Commodity Centers          
Africa Rice   9.5    10.7        10.4        11.6        11.1        10.2  63.5   2.6% 
CIMMYT  35.4   36.2        41.2        39.3        36.0        43.3  231.3   9.4% 
CIP  18.2   18.0        22.3        21.8        22.3        26.0  128.6   5.2% 
ILRI  26.6   29.5        32.9        31.7        26.7        35.2  182.6   7.4% 
IRRI  28.7    27.3        32.4        28.5        27.7        32.5  177.1   7.2% 
Subtotal 118.4 121.7 139.2 132.9 123.8 147.2 783.1 4.4% 31.7% 
Eco-regional Centers          
CIAT 31.3  32.0  36.3  40.3   36.5  45.1  221.5   9.0% 
ICARDA       23.2        25.4        24.8        28.7        24.4        27.7  154.2   6.2% 
ICRISAT       20.0        23.2        27.7        28.4        32.3        37.4  169.0   6.8% 
IITA     31.4      36.6      42.8      41.2        45.1      45.1    242.2      9.8% 
Subtotal 105.9  117.2  131.6  138.6  138.3  155.2  786.8  7.9% 31.9% 
Natural Resource Centers          
CIFOR       12.5        13.6        14.8        16.7        15.7        18.2  91.5   3.7% 
IWMI       20.4        22.1        23.6        23.1        20.0        23.5  132.7   5.4% 
World Agroforestry       21.5        27.3        29.7        30.2        29.9        31.5  170.1   6.9% 
WorldFish   12.7    14.5    14.3    13.3     14.8     15.1      84.8      3.4% 
Subtotal 67.1  77.5  82.4  83.3  80.4  88.3  479.0  5.6% 19.4% 
Policy Centers          
Bioversity (IPGRI)       25.3        27.9        34.8        35.6        31.2        39.0  193.8   7.8% 
IFPRI     23.7     26.5     32.8     38.2     37.2     46.4    204.8     8.3% 
Subtotal 49.0     54.4  67.6  73.8  68.4  85.4  398.7  11.8% 16.1% 
ISNAR 7.9 8.3 5.8    22  0.9% 




























US$ Millions Nominal 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 6 YR Total 
Europe 147 161 181 197 169 222 1,077 
North America 65 76 87 91 88 91 498 
Pacific Rim 26 24 26 24 22 22 144 
Developing Countries 12 12 17 15 14 15 85 
Foundations 13 12 13 14 14 12 78 
International and Regional Organizations 69 70 72 73 74 76 434 
Total Members 332 355 396 414 381 437 2,315 
Non-Members 25 25 40 37 45 57 229 














US$ Millions Nominal 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 6 Yr Total 
United States 55 56 54 55 61 60 340 
World Bank 50 50 50 50 50 50 300 
NonMembers(w/Gates) 26 25 40 37 45 57 229 
United Kingdom 25 26 35 44 44 45 219 
European Commission 25 27 26 31 7 62 178 
Canada 11 21 33 36 27 31 159 
Netherlands 17 19 21 24 20 14 115 
Switzerland 16 16 18 18 17 18 102 
Germany 11 12 15 15 15 16 84 
Sweden 11 14 15 14 14 14 81 






US$ Millions Nominal 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 6 Yr Total 







 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 1007 Total 












Actual Cash Disbursements 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 Total 
Gates Foundation Disbursements 























































Allocation  of $50 million  Annual World  Bank  F unding






























































































































































































































































































Europe                    
Austria    -   0.7 $  0.7      -    -     -        0.2       -      -      0.7    0.3     -   0.2      0.1      -      -     2.9 0 2.9 
Belgium   -  1.2  1.2   -   -  0.5   -  0.5   -   1.0   0.1   -   -   -   -   -   4.6 3.5 8.1 
Denmark   -  -   -  0.0   -  0.0  0.1   -   0.0  (0.0)   -   -   0.1   -   -   -   0.3 2.1 2.4 
European 
Commission  1.3  5.8  3.8  2.7  5.6  2.8  2.9  4.1   4.3  5.1   4.4   4.9   3.5   3.5   2.5  5.2  62.4 0 62.4 
Finland   -  0.1   -  0.1   -   -   -  0.3  -  -  -  -  -  0.2   -  -  0.7 2.1 2.8 
France   -  -  0.3  0.6   -   -  0.1  0.1  -  0.2  -  0.2  1.3  0.1   -  -  2.9 1.3 4.2 
Germany   -  0.6  1.1  0.3  0.8  0.2  0.1  1.1  1.4  0.8  1.5  0.5  0.6  0.2  0.9  0.1  10.2 5.6 15.7 
Ireland   -  -   -   -   -  0.2   -   -  0.9  -  0.1  -  -  1.1   -  -  2.3 5.9 8.2 
Israel   -  -   -   -   -   -   -   -  -  -  -  -  -  -   -  -  - .5 .5 
Italy   -  0.1  0.2  0.0  0.1  0.2  0.5  0.1  0.2  0.3  0.4  -  -  0.2  0.0  0.0  2.4 4.2 6.6 
Luxembourg  -  0.4   -   -   -  0.4   -   -  -  -  -  -  -    -  -  -  0.8 0 .8 
Netherlands  0.3  1.8  0.1  0.7  0.0  0.0  0.1  0.6  0.3   0.7   0.0   0.3   1.4   0.9   0.1  0.3   7.8 6.1 13.9 
Norway   -  0.1  0.0  0.1  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.1   0.3   0.1   0.2   0.0   0.1   0.2   0.0  0.0   1.2 13.3 14.6 
Portugal   -  -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   - .8 .8 
Spain   -  0.1  0.2  0.3  0.6  0.5   -   -   0.0   -   0.1   -   -   0.1   -   -   2.0 .2 2.2 
Sweden   -  0.3  0.0  0.4  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0   1.6   0.0   0.1   0.0   1.1   0.8   0.7  0.1   5.2 8.4 13.6 
Switzerland   -  0.7  1.8  0.3  1.3  1.3  0.2  0.1  0.1  0.3  0.4   1.4   1.5   0.1   0.1  0.3   9.9 7.8 17.7 
United Kingdom   -  0.2  3.2  0.0  1.1  0.3  1.4  0.8   3.3   0.5   0.7   1.6   2.3   0.6   1.3  4.0  21.3 23.3 44.6 
Subtotal  1.6   12.1  12.7  5.6  9.6  6.5  5.6  7.8  12.4   9.8   8.3   9.0  12.0   8.2   5.7  10.1  136.9 85.1 222.0 
North America                    






























































































































































































































United States of 
America   0.4  0.1  2.0  0.3  2.2  1.7  2.0  3.2   7.8  12.8   1.0   0.8   0.9   3.2   0.7  0.6  39.6 19.9 59.5 
Subtotal   0.7  0.4  6.6  0.3  3.5  3.8  2.1  3.6   8.6  13.8   7.4   1.0   0.9   3.9   0.8  0.6  58.0 32.6 90.6 
Pacific Rim                    
Australia    -  0.2  0.2  0.3  1.6  0.2  0.8  0.6   0.2   -   0.2   0.5   0.3   0.3   0.3   -   5.8 3.8 9.6 
Japan  1.1  0.2  0.5  0.3  1.1   -  0.3  0.2   0.3   0.3   0.0   2.7   0.3   0.0   0.0   -   7.3 1.7 8.9 
Korea, Republic 
of   -  0.2   -  0.1  0.1  0.1  0.0   -   -   0.1   0.1   0.7   -   -   -   -   1.4 .5 1.9 
New Zealand   -  0.2   -   -   -  0.4   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   0.0   0.2   -   0.7 .7 1.4 
Subtotal  1.1  0.7  0.6  0.7  2.8  0.7  1.2  0.9   0.5   0.3   0.3   4.0   0.6   0.3   0.5   -  15.2 6.6 21.8 
Developing countries                   
Bangladesh   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   - .1 .1 
Brazil   -  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0   -   -   0.0   0.0   0.0   -   -   0.0   -   -   0.2 0 .2 
China   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   0.0   -   -   -   -   0.0 1.1 1.2 
Colombia   -   -  0.5   -  0.3   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   0.7 0 .7 
Egypt, Arab 
Republic of   -   -   -   -   -   -  0.1   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   0.1 0 .1 
India   -   -   -   -  0.4  0.2  0.4  3.5   -   -   0.1   0.5   0.5   -   -   -   5.7 1.0 6.7 
Indonesia   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   - .1 .1 
Iran, Islamic 
Republic of   -   -   -   -  0.1   -  0.1  0.0   -   -   -   0.1   0.1   -   -   -   0.3 .1 .4 
                      
Kenya   -  0.1  0.0   -   -   -   -  0.0   -   0.3   0.4   -   -   0.0   -   -   0.8 0 .8 
Malaysia   -  0.1   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   0.0   -   -   0.1   -   0.2 0 .2 
Mexico   -  -  0.3   -  0.3   -   -   -   -   -   -   0.0   -   -   -   -   0.7 0 .7 






























































































































































































































Nigeria   -  -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   0.1   -   -   -   -   -   -   0.1 .1 .1 
Pakistan   -  -   -   -   -   -  0.7   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   0.7 0 .7 
Peru   -  -  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.2   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   0.0   -   -   0.3 0 .3 
Philippines   -  0.1   -   -   -   -   -  0.0   -   -   -   0.0   -   -   0.1   -   0.2 .2 .4 
Russian 
Federation   -  -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   - - - 
South Africa  0.4  -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   0.0   -   -   0.4 0 .5 
Syria, Arab 
Republic of   -  -   -   -   -   -  0.2   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   0.2 .5 .7 
Thailand   -  -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   - .1 .1 
Turkey   -   -   -   -  0.2   -  0.3   -  (0.1)   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   0.4 .4 .4 
Uganda   -  0.3   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   0.0   -   -   0.3 0 .3 
Subtotal  0.4  0.5  0.9  0.0  1.3  0.4  1.7  3.6  (0.1)   0.4   0.5   0.7   0.6   0.1   0.1   -  11.2 3.8 15.1 
Foundations                    
Ford Foundation   -  0.0   -  0.4   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   0.4   -   -   0.8 0 .8 
IDRC   -  0.2  1.0  0.7   -  0.6  0.4  0.6   0.4   -   0.1   -   0.1   0.6   -   -   4.6 0 4.6 
Kellogg 
Foundation  -  -  0.5   -   -   -   -   -   -   0.1   -   -   -   -   -   -   0.6 0 .6 
Rockefeller 
Foundation  0.2  0.1  1.2   -  1.4  0.2  0.0  0.1   0.1   0.6   0.3   0.6   -   0.1   -  0.1   5.0 0 5.0 
Syngenta 
Foundation    -  0.0  0.0   -  0.4  0.0  0.0  0.2   -   0.0   -   0.0   -   0.0   -  0.0   0.6 0 .6 
Subtotal   0.2  0.2  2.6  1.1  1.8  0.8  0.4  0.9   0.5   0.7   0.3   0.6   0.1   1.1   -  0.1  11.6 0 11.6 
International and regional organizations                 
ADB   -  0.0  0.3   -  0.3  0.0  0.2  0.0   0.6   0.0   -   1.1   0.3   -   0.8  0.1   3.7 0 3.7 






























































































































































































































Arab Fund   -  -   -   -   -   -  1.3   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   1.3 0 1.3 
FAO   -  0.3  0.1  0.2  0.1  0.1  0.6  0.2   0.2   0.1   0.1   0.0   0.0   0.1   0.0   -   2.1 .8 2.9 
Gulf Cooperation 
Council   -  -   -   -   -   -  0.6   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   0.6 0 .6 
IDB   -  0.1  0.5   -   -   -   -  0.0   0.5   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   1.1 0 1.1 
IFAD  0.3  1.1  0.4  0.3  0.7  0.1  1.7  1.1   0.4   0.6   0.3   0.6   0.1   0.9   0.1   -   8.6 0 8.6 
OPEC Fund  -  -  0.0   -  0.1  0.0  0.2  0.1   -   -   0.0   -   0.0   -   0.0   -   0.5 0 .5 
UNDP  0.5  -   -   -   -   -  0.0   -   0.2   -   -   -   -   0.1   0.0   -   0.8 0 .8 
UNEP   -  2.8  0.9  0.2   -   -  0.0  1.8   -   -   -   -   0.0   0.5   0.5   -   6.7 0 6.7 
World Bank                 0 50 50 
Subtotal  0.7  4.3  2.3  0.6  1.1  0.2  4.6  3.1   2.0   0.7   0.5   1.8   0.4   1.6   1.4  0.1  25.4 50.8 76.2 
                    
Inter-Center 
activities   -  0.8  0.8  0.1  0.2  1.8  0.9  1.2   1.7   0.5   1.0   0.0   0.7   0.5   0.0   -  10.2 0 10.2 
Subtotal   -  0.8  0.8  0.1  0.2  1.8  0.9  1.2   1.7   0.5   1.0   0.0   0.7   0.5   0.0   -  10.2 0 10.2 
                    
Total Members   4.8   19.1  26.5  8.5  20.4  14.2  16.5  21.2  25.6  26.2  18.3  17.1  15.2  15.7   8.5  10.9  268.5 179.0 447.5 
Total  
Non-Members   0.5  1.7  5.2  1.3  9.3  3.4  0.7  4.2   7.4   5.7   2.9   1.7   0.7   6.0   0.8  5.7  57.3 0 57.3 
Total  funding at 




  -   (0.8) $(0.8)  (0.1)  (0.2)  (1.8)  (0.9)  (1.2)   (1.7)  (0.5)  (1.0)  (0.0)  (0.7)  (0.5)  (0.0)   -  (10.2) 0 (10.2) 




















































CGIAR Summary Expenditures      $US Millions-Nominal 2007 
Centers $       458 
Challenge Programs –Centers $         31 
Challenge Programs- Partners $         17 
Total Challenge Programs $         48 






CGIAR Summary Expenditures      $US Millions-Nominal 2007 
Net Inter-company Activity $       (10) 










Expenditures By Center 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 Total 
CIAT 32.6 32.9 36.7 42.4 41.8 48.9 235.3 
IFPRI 23.5 26.5 31.4 39.7 39.1 45.7 205.9 
IITA 32.7 37.7 42.6 40.2 44.4 44.7 242.3 
CIMMYT 41.5 37.5 41.1 38.8 37.4 43.9 240.2 
ILRI 28.8 31.0 31.7 32.2 34.8 40.6 199.1 
ICRISAT 24.8 24.0 26.8 28.4 34.0 37.8 175.8 
IRRI 33.6 28.8 32.9 33.4 33.3 37.7 199.7 
Bioversity 25.7 28.3 32.0 34.6 34.6 37.6 192.8 
World Agroforestry 21.9 27.4 28.5 30.0 31.9 30.4 170.1 
ICARDA 24.3 26.2 24.6 29.1 27.0 27.1 158.3 
CIP 19.3 17.6 21.5 22.0 22.9 26.1 129.4 
IWMI 20.8 23.0 23.1 23.1 20.6 24.0 134.6 
WorldFish 12.3 15.5 14.1 15.2 15.5 17.3 89.9 
CIFOR 11.7 13.6 15.1 17.5 16.5 16.9 91.3 
Africa Rice 9.8 10.1 10.1 10.9 11.2 10.3 62.4 
ISNAR 8.9 12.8 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 24.1 
Total 372.2 392.9 414.6 437.5 445.0 489.0 2551.2 
Less: Challenge Programs 0.0 7.8 14.0 25.0 29.0 31.0 106.8 
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Nominal Center 
Expenditures

























UNIT NAME General Description 
Central Advisory 
Service on Intellectual 
Property 
The overall goal/vision of CAS-IP is to enable access and use of CGIAR products for the 
benefit of the poor through effective IP and technology transfer management. 
CGIAR Secretariat The Secretariat serves as the hub of the CGIAR System, and plays a significant integration 
and facilitation role to ensure that collective action by many independent but inter-dependent 
entities is directed towards the achievement of the CGIAR's mission. It plans and implements 






UNIT NAME General Description 
awareness directed at the CGIAR System's partners. 
Chief Information Office 
- ICT-KM Site 
The ICT-KM Program of the CGIAR promotes and supports the use of information and 
communications technology (ICT) and knowledge management (KM) to improve the 
effectiveness of the CGIAR System's work on behalf of the poor in developing countries. 
Alliance Office 
 
The Alliance Office provides strategic policy and administrative support to the CGIAR Centers. 
It works with the Alliance Board, the Alliance Executive, the Alliance Deputy Executive-
Science and Finance and the Centers for more effective coordination of collective action, 
including for implementation of the decisions of the Alliance Board and the Alliance Executive. 
Gender and Diversity The purpose of the Gender and Diversity Program is to help the CGIAR Centers leverage their 
rich staff diversity to increase research and management excellence 
Internal Audit Internal Audit services to the Centers include assurance and advice in relation to a wide range 
of aspects of a Center’s operations, including Center Governance, Research Operations, 
Management of Physical infrastructure, Finance and Administration, Technology and 
Outreach activities 
Media Unit  The goal of the Media Unit is to highlight for farmers, policy makers and others the 
achievements and impacts of research for development and thus to promote wider adoption of 
successful technologies. The Media Unit is also committed to strengthening media coverage 
of African agricultural issues. 
Science Council 
Secretariat 
To enhance and promote the quality, relevance and impact of science in the CGIAR, to advise 
the group on strategic scientific issues of importance to its goals and to mobilize and harness 































CGIAR Secretariat  $ 4,190    $          - $  4,190 
















Gender & Diversity Office  $      72 $     990  $       19 $     100 $  1,181 
Internal Audit   $    120   $       43 $     627 $     790 
Human Resources  $    100    $     100 $     200 
Chief Information Office -ICT-KM  $    162    $     150 $     312 
Central Advisory on Intellectual Property   $         - $     231   $     382 $     613 
Alliance Office  $         -    $     484 $     484 
Media Unit $    140    $     140 $     280 
Total Reported By System Office $  5,570 $  1,808 $    786 $       62 $  1,983 $ 10,209 
       
Additional Costs Incurred at System 
Level       
Annual General Meeting $  1,300    $        - $  1,300 
Additional Science Council/Secretariat  $  1,208     $  1,208 
Other Corporate Communications $     550     $     550 
Other System Office Costs $     572     $     572 
       
Total System Level Reported in CGIAR 






























$US Millions 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 Change 2007/2002 
Personnel Costs $  182.3  $  180.8  $ 186.8  $ 197.1  $ 209.2  $ 215.2  18.0% 
Supplies & Services $  148.8  $  121.8  $ 120.4  $ 118.3  $ 120.2  $ 146.7  -1.4% 
Collaboration & 
Partnerships $          -   $    47.2  $   58.1  $   70.1  $   62.3  $   73.4  55.5% 
Travel $    26.0  $    27.5  $   33.2  $   35.0  $   35.6  $   34.2  31.5% 
Depreciation $    14.9  $    15.7  $   16.6  $   17.5  $   17.8  $   19.6  31.5% 















C enter C os ts  by  Objec t of E xpenditure
Deprec iation 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4%
Travel 7% 7% 8% 8% 8% 7%
Collaboration & Partners hips 0% 12% 14% 16% 14% 15%
S upplies  & S ervices 40% 31% 29% 27% 27% 30%
Pers onnel Cos ts 49% 46% 45% 45% 47% 44%




































































































































S aving  Biodivers ity
Protec ting  the Environment
Increas ing Productivity
Strengthening NARS 74.55 72.66 74.13 80.27 74.36 78.1 83.82 86.9 85 90.4
Improving Policy 42.6 38.06 42.36 45.37 47.32 49.7 57.15 63.2 68 76.84
Saving Biodiversity 39.05 38.06 38.83 34.9 33.8 35.5 38.1 43.45 51 54.24
Protecting the Environment 56.8 58.82 67.07 69.8 60.84 63.9 68.58 67.15 72.25 76.84
Increasing Productivity 142 138.4 130.61 118.66 121.68 127.8 133.35 134.3 148.75 153.68




































IRRI 2006 (US$ thousands) Unrestricted Temporarily Restricted* 
Challenge 
Programs Total 
Revenues      
Grants  $  12,836 $ 10,414 $  4,660 $  27,910 
Other Revenues $    2,269 $           - $          - $    2,269 
 $  15,105 $ 10,414 $  4,660 $  30,179 
Operating Expenses     
Program Related $   13,541 $ 10,057 $  4,660 $   28,258 
Management and General $    6,210 $      357 $         - $     6,567 
 $  19,751 $ 10,414 $  4,660 $  34,825 
Recovery of indirect costs  $ (1,274) $          - $         - $  (1,274) 
Total Operating Expenses $ 18,477 $ 10,414 $  4,660 $  33,551 
Net deficit from ordinary activities $ (3,372) $          - $         - $  (3,372) 
* of which US $1.76 million is attributed funding;  












































































Direct Operating Expenses  
Research $24,791  
Research Support $  2,952  
Operations $  1,256  
Subtotal $28,999  
Less:  Overhead recovery $ (1,274) 
Total Direct $27,725  
Indirect Operating Expenses  
Management $  2,877  
Common sustenance services $  2,949  
Total Indirect $  5,826  

































(US$ 000's) CIMMYT CIP Africa Rice ILRI IRRI CIAT IITA ICRISAT ICARDA 
World 
Agroforestry IWMI WorldFish CIFOR 
Bioversity 
Int'l IFPRI 
  2006        2006  2006 2006   
Revenues  $43,707 $23,109 $10,684 $38,544 $33,687 $45,952 $47,443  $42,131 $28,619 $31,474 $23,688 $15,222 $16,198 $38,244 $47,668 
                
Operating Expenses               
Program Related $ 34,899 $ 19,804 $ 7,815 $31,937 $31,911 $38,066 $43,385 $31,170 $23,171 $28,853 $20,161 $13,927 $14,238 $ 31,728 $39,060 
Management & 
General $   6,717 $ 4,380 $ 3,654 $  8,676 $ 7,340 $ 6,860 $ 6,203 $ 8,321 $ 4,825 $  4,716 $ 4,791 $ 2,698 $ 2,812 $  7,408 $ 6,529 
 $ 41,616 $ 24,184 $ 11,469 $ 40,613 $39,251 $44,926 $49,588 $39,491 $27,996 $ 33,569 $24,952 $16,625 $17,050 $39,136 $45,589 
Other $       28   $  1,291  $    268 $        - $         - $      48 $   1,071 $        - $         - $        - $         - $  (271) 
Recovery of 
Indirect Costs            * $ (1,142) $   (951) $ (1,760) $ (1,667) $ (3,707) $ (4,221) $ (1,892) $ (1,113) $ (2,313) $ (1,376) $ (1,085) $  (527) $ (2,611)           * 




$   2,063 $      67 $    166 $ (1,600) $ (3,897) $ 4,465 $   2,076 $   4,532 $ 1,688 $    (853) $     112 $  (318) $  (325) $  1,719 $ 2,350 


















(US$ 000's) CIMMYT CIP Africa Rice ILRI IRRI CIAT IITA ICRISAT ICARDA 
World 
Agroforestry IWMI WorldFish CIFOR 
Bioversity 
Int'l IFPRI 
                
Indirect Costs                
Management & 




 $  711 $     222 $ 1,784 $ 3,099 $ 3,765 $ 1,377 $   680 $ 1,541 $1,314 $ 1,180 $ 999 $401 $ 937  
Other $     28  $  (132) $  1,580  $         - $         -                -             -            -            -  
Total Indirect 
Costs $6,745 $ 2,937 $2,578 $ 5,227 $ 6,362 $ 6,922 $ 7,925 $ 7,105 $ 4,803 $ 5,415 $ 4,791 $ 2,871 $ 2,822 $5,912 $ 5,899 
                
Direct Costs                
Research $29,117 $18,554 $5,780 $25,733 $27,708 $34,965 $38,303 $28,559 $19,451 $25,112 $15,610 $11,989 $13,386 $22,733  
Research Support $5,782 $2,170 $2,082 $ 5,929 $ 3,721 $ 1,698 $ 2,273 $ 2,254 $ 3,035 $1,419 $ 1,660 $ 1,765 $ 1,250 $10,003  
Operations  $1,521 $ 897  $ 1,460 $ 1,609 $ 1,087 $ 1,573 $755 $  716 $ 2,891 $ 1,435 $310 $ 488  
Less: Overhead 
Recovery            -    $(818) $(1,760) $(1,667) $(3,707) $(4,221) $(1,892) $(1,113) $(2,270) $ (1,376) 
      $ (767) 
 $ (896) $(2,611)  
Total Direct Costs $34,899 $22,245 $7,941 $29,902 $31,222 $34,565 $37,442 $30,494 $22,128 $24,976 $18,785 $14,422 $14,056 $30,613 $38,012 
Total Direct and 
Indirect $41,644 $23,182 $10,519 $35,129 $37,584 $41,487 $45,367 $37,599 $26,931 $30,391 $23,576 $17,293 $16,878 $36,525 $43,911 
Cost Ratios                
Indirect 










































Centers Unrestricted Funding      2006 
Total Indirect Costs       
2006 
Ratio of Unrestricted 
Funding/ Indirect Costs 
CIP  $         9,800   $    2,729            3.59  
IFPRI  $       14,600   $    4,658            3.13  
ICARDA  $       10,800   $    3,646            2.96  
Bioversity  $       15,200   $    5,400            2.81  
WorldFish  $         7,400   $    2,698            2.74  
CIFOR  $         7,800   $    2,862            2.73  
Africa Rice  $         6,300   $    2,434            2.59  






Centers Unrestricted Funding      2006 
Total Indirect Costs       
2006 
Ratio of Unrestricted 
Funding/ Indirect Costs 
IRRI  $       14,000   $    5,826            2.40  
CIMMYT  $       16,200   $    7,058            2.30  
IWMI  $         8,800   $    4,094            2.15  
CIAT  $       12,600   $    6,497            1.94  
ICRISAT  $       12,100   $    6,389            1.89  
IITA  $       13,100   $    7,499            1.75  

















































































































































Funds Available - US$ Millions 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 Total % 
HarvestPlus      10.1         3.9       15.5       12.1  19.6 61.2 31.2% 
Water & Food         6.8        9.4        9.3         8.4  17.1 51.0 26.1% 
Generation        1.0       19.1        13.6         9.5  23.5 66.7 34.1% 
SSA         0.5        4.7           -           3.5  7.8 16.6 8.5% 
Unallocated        0.3           -             -             -      0.% 






















Challenge Program Donors 
US$ Millions 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 Total % 
United Kingdom  8.5 10.4 7.8 17.6 44.3 22.7% 
Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation 7.0  8.8 7 17.9 40.7 20.8% 
European Commission (2004 includes 2003)  12.1 5.7 0.9 18.6 37.3 19.1% 
World Bank 6.9 8.1 6.5 8.2 6.5 36.2 18.5% 
Netherlands 1.8 2.2 0.3 1.2 1.8 7.3 3.7% 
USA  0.1 2.4 1.8 1.9 6.2 3.2% 
Switzerland 1.0  1.0 1.9 1.6 5.5 2.8% 
France  2.7  2.1  4.8 2.5% 
Denmark 0.5 1.3 0.7 0.7  3.2 1.6% 
Norway 0.9 1.0 0.4  0.3 2.6 1.3% 
Rockefeller Foundation   0.8 1 0.3 2.1 1.1% 
Italy  0.6  0.6 0.6 1.8 0.9% 
Sweden 0.1 0.1 0.6 0.2 0.3 1.3 0.7% 
Germany  0.4 0.4   0.8 0.4% 
ADB   0.2  0.2 0.4 0.2% 
IFAD     0.3 0.3 0.2% 
International Life Sciences Institute   0.2   0.2 0.1% 
Pioneer  0.1 0.0 0.02 0.02 0.2 0.1% 
Waternet   0.1 0.05  0.2 0.1% 
Austria 0.1     0.1 0.1% 
Syngenta Foundation(.015)  0.0   0.03 0.0 0.0% 
Kirk House   0.02   0.0 0.0% 

























Donors to Generation Challenge Program 
US $ Millions 
2003-2007   
Total Funding As % of Total 
EC 29.5 43.8% 
DFID/UK 18.9 28.1% 
World Bank 11.8 17.5% 
Gates Foundation 3.6 5.3% 
Rockefeller Foundation 2.3 3.4% 
Switzerland .7 1.0% 
Sweden/SIDA .5 .7% 
Pioneer Fund .1 .2% 
Austria .1 .1% 
Syngenta .1 .1% 
















Donors to HarvestPlus Challenge Program (HPCP) 
US $ Millions 
2003-2007 
Total Funding % 
Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation 37.2 60.6% 
World Bank 11.5 18.7% 
USA 6.1 9.9% 
United Kingdom 3.9 6.4% 
Denmark 1.5 2.4% 
Sweden .5 .8% 
ADB .4 .7% 
Netherlands .2 .3% 






Donors to HarvestPlus Challenge Program (HPCP) 
US $ Millions 
2003-2007 
Total Funding % 






Challenge Program on Water & Food 
– US$ Millions 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 Total % 
UK/DIFID  2.30 4.60 2.00 7.50 16.40 32.1% 
World Bank 3.00 2.50 2.00 2.70 2.00 12.20 23.9% 
France  2.70  2.10  4.80 9.4% 
Switzerland 1.02  1.00 1.50 1.20 4.72 9.2% 
Netherlands 1.83 0.70 0.30  1.80 4.63 9.1% 
EC     3.90 3.90 7.6% 
Norway 0.35 0.40 0.40  0.30 1.45 2.8% 
Denmark 0.50 0.40 0.30   1.20 2.4% 
Germany  0.40 0.40   0.80 1.6% 
Sweden 0.11  0.20  0.10 0.41 0.8% 
IFAD     0.30 0.30 0.6% 
Waternet   0.10 0.05  0.15 0.3% 
USA  0.10    0.10 0.2% 





































































































Challenge Programs (US $ Millions) 2004 2005 2006 2007 
Total Funding ( also referred to as revenue ) 19 35 40 48 
Total Expenditures 19 35 40 48 


























Funds Available(millions US$) 2004 2005 2006 2007 Total 


















Funds Available  & Expenditures 
(millions US$) 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 Total 
Total Funds Available 18.64 37.1 38.4 33.5 68.0 195.64 
Total Expenditures 7.81 19.6 34.9 39.7 47.7 149.71 
Current Year Balance 10.83 17.5 3.5 -6.2 20.3 45.93 































Challenge Program on Water & Food 
2007 CPWF Annual Report 
US$ Millions 
2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 Total 
Income  200  6,165  10,129  9,090  10,256  17,922  53,762  
Expenditures  632  4,955  3,777  9,647  13,370  21,373  53,754  
Surplus (Deficit)  (432) 1,210  6,352  (557) (3,114) (3,451) 8  
Reported in CGIAR Annual Financial 
Reports 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 Total 
Funds Available   6,800  9,400  9,300  8,400  17,100    51,000  
Expenditures   4,980  5,800  10,500  10,500  14,800  46,580  
Surplus (Deficit)  n/a  1,820  3,600  (1,200) (2,100) 2,300  4,420  
Variance 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 Total 
Income   (635) 729  (210) 1,856  822  2,562  
Expenditures   (25) (2,023) (853) 2,870  6,573  6,542  































































Generation Challenge Program  
as Reported in GCP Annual 
Reports( US $000’s) 
2003 2004 2005 2006 2007E Total 
Income  3,161  10,965  14,193  15,518  12,831  56,668  
Expenditures   6,873  14,712  12,524  14,486  48,595  
Capital   33  23  20  20  96  
Reserve & Indirect Costs  500  500  824  487  711  3,022  
Total Expenditures  500  7,406  15,559  13,031  15,217  51,713  
Surplus (Deficit)  2,661  3,559  (1,366) 2,487  (2,386) 4,955  
Reported in CGIAR Annual 
Financial Reports for GCP 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 Total 
Funds Available  950  19,100  13,600  9,500  23,500  66,650  
Expenditures  810  6,500  12,100  14,600  16,000  50,010  
Balance 140  12,600  1,500  (5,100) 7,500  16,640  
Variances 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 Total 
Income  2,211  (8,135) 593  6,018  (10,669) (9,982) 
Expenditures  (310) 906  3,459  (1,569) (783) 1,703  















































HarvestPlus Challenge Program  
 HPCP External Review (Initial Source 
indicated as HP Strategic Plan 2008-2012) 
US$ (000’s) 




Actual 2007E Total 
Donor Funding    11,800  11,100  14,800  13,400  51,100  
Expenditures    11,241  11,204  15,452  14,045  51,942  
Surplus (Deficit)    559  (104) (652) (645) (842) 
Reported in CGIAR Annual Financial 











Funds Available   10,050  3,900  15,500  12,100  19,600  61,150  
Expenditures   2,020  6,900  9,900  11,600  14,100  44,520  
Balance n/a  8,030  (3,000) 5,600  500  5,500  16,630  
Variance    2005 2006 2007 Total 
Income     (4,400) 2,700   (10,050) 
Expenditures     1,304  3,852   7,422  




















Harvest Plus Challenge Program 







Actual 2007E Total 
       
 HPCP Medium Term Plan: 2008-2010    Donor Revenue   11,920    11,265   15,280     13,862    52,327  
 HPCP External Review(Sourced from 
Strategic Plan 2008-2012)   Donor Funding   11,800     11,100    14,800    13,400      51,100  















































































Total Funding from 15 donors  
that also contributed to CPs Unrestricted Restricted Total 
European Commission  62.4 (18.6) 62.4 
Italy  2.4 (.6) 2.4 
Netherlands 6.1 7.8 (1.8) 13.9 
Norway 13.3 1.2 (.3) 14.6 
Sweden 8.4 5.2 (.3) 13.6 
Switzerland 7.8 9.9 (1.6) 17.7 
United Kingdom 23.3 21.3 (17.6) 44.6 
United States 19.9 39.6 (1.9) 59.5 
Rockefeller Foundation  5.0 (.3) 5.0 
Syngenta Foundation  .6 (.03) .6 
ADB  3.7 (.2) 3.7 
IFAD  1.1 (.3) 1.1 
World Bank 50.0 (6.5)  50.0 
Non-Members (includes Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation  57.3 (17.9) 57.3 
















































































Financial Indicators- CGIAR and Affiliated 
Center Aggregates-2003-2007 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 Target 
Unrestricted Net Assets Excluding Fixed Assets 
(US$ Millions) 126.8 155.5 158 145.1 158.8 na 
Working Capital(days expenditure) 151 164 155 149 161 90-120 days 
Current Ratio 1.8 1.9 1.9 1.8 1.7 1.5 
Adequacy of Reserve Indicator (days expenditures) 124 145 137 124 127 75-90 days 
Fixed Asset- Capital Expenditures (US$ Millions) 9.7 15.5 15.8 16.8 18.7 na 
Fixed Assets- Capital Expenditures/Depreciation 63% 90% 101% 107% 110% na 
Efficiency of Operations Indicator-Indirect Cost 
Ratio  24% 21% 20% 20% na 
Cash Management on Restricted Operations-













































Quick look at ability to 
pay short term 
liabilities with cash or 
near cash assets. 
Does not measure quality 
of assets or relative 





Current Ratio Current 
Assets/Current 
Liabilities 
Very basic benchmark 
and easy to calculate 
Crude look at liquidity, 













Gives a good 
indication how long 
reserves would last in 
case of financial 
disruption 
Not a long-term indicator; 
same as liquidity for 
Centers without Long-
term assets and liabilities 
Fixed Asset 
Indicators 








Quick measure of 
whether assets used 
each year 
(depreciated) are 
being replaced (capital 
expenditures) 
Only useful if capital 
requirements for future 


















































Working Capital in Days Expenditures  
Target 90-120 Days 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 Comment 
Africa Rice  22 58 87 102 114 Good 
Bioversity  101 124 124 104 123 Very Good 
CIAT  75 77 61 36 50 Weak 
CIFOR  197 230 191 193 219 Exceptional 
CIMMYT  39 54 79 94 142 Very Good 
CIP  97 99 93 96 104 Good 
ICARDA  188 205 175 167 200 Exceptional 
ICRISAT  284 197 184 171 206 Exceptional 
IFPRI  150 138 95 96 94 Good 
IITA  113 112 162 159 175 Very Good 
ILRI  159 216 231 194 144 Very Good 
IRRI  553 490 422 388 309 Exceptional 
IWMI  78 91 96 100 114 Good 
World Agroforestry  128 152 160 140 178 Very Good 



























































































Days Outstanding in Reserve Balances 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 
Commodity Based Centers       
CIMMYT -3.0 33.0 50.0 74.0 80.0 91.0 
CIP 52.0 97.0 95.0 91.0 89.0 92.0 
Africa Rice -10.0 23.0 58.0 87.0 102.0 114.0 
ILRI 174.0 176.0 207.0 224.0 159.0 130.0 
IRRI 195.0 523.0 490.0 422.0 388.0 309.0 
Eco-regional Centers       






Days Outstanding in Reserve Balances 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 
IITA 131.0 113.0 112.0 162.0 159.0 175.0 
ICRISAT 92.0 167.0 124.0 122.0 114.0 148.0 
ICARDA 135.0 127.0 143.0 121.0 118.0 149.0 
Natural Resource Management Centers       
World Agroforestry 152.0 71.0 92.0 94.0 82.0 128.0 
IWMI 73.0 54.0 65.0 71.0 64.0 77.0 
WorldFish 260.0 216.0 271.0 203.0 194.0 158.0 
CIFOR 223.0 197.0 174.0 144.0 150.0 182.0 
Policy Centers       
Bioversity 76.0 67.0 91.0 92.0 67.0 82.0 




















































































Africa Rice (WARDA) 1.1 1.2 0.5 1.1 2.0 0.9 0.7 0.2 0.2 0.6 0.4 0.7 0.7 0.6 
Bioversity (IPGRI) 0.3 0.4 1.3 0.6 0.3 0.4 0.5 1.0 0.3 0.4 0.4 0.5 0.3 0.3 
CIAT 4.7 3.7 1.0 2.4 3.1 1.5 1.3 0.9 1.7 1.3 2.3 2.5 1.9 1.0 
CIFOR 0.7 0.4 0.7 1.2 0.6 0.5 0.6 0.4 0.1 0.2 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.6 
CIMMYT 1.6 2.7 3.0 1.1 1.6 1.5 1.4 1.9 1.4 0.5 1.6 1.6 1.0 1.4 
CIP 0.5 1.0 0.8 0.5 1.1 0.6 1.6 0.4 0.1 0.3 0.5 0.4 2.0 0.9 
ICARDA 0.7 1.4 2.8 2.6 1.1 1.2 1.1 0.9 1.0 0.3 0.7 1.3 0.9 0.5 
ICRISAT 1.3 2.7 4.4 1.4 0.1 1.6 1.6 2.0 0.3 0.5 0.8 0.5 0.8 1.0 
IFPRI 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.7 1.1 0.2 2.5 
IITA 2.9 6.0 2.9 3.6 2.0 3.0 1.8 2.4 0.7 1.7 1.4 1.5 2.0 1.0 
ILRI 1.5 2.7 3.2 1.4 1.6 2.1 1.4 0.8 0.7 0.7 1.6 1.5 1.5 4.3 
IRRI 2.3 3.9 1.6 1.8 3.0 2.5 1.5 2.4 1.1 1.8 3.0 1.6 3.5 3.6 
IWMI 0.6 0.7 0.7 0.6 0.6 0.4 0.3 1.3 0.8 0.6 0.3 0.6 0.9 0.2 
World Agroforestry 
(ICRAF) 0.6 0.7 0.7 0.6 0.6 1.1 0.4 0.6 0.3 0.4 1.2 1.1 0.6 0.5 
WorldFish (ICLARM) 0.1 0.7 0.5 1.5 0.9 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.6 0.2 0.3 

































































 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 
Total Revenue $344 $346 $346 $353 $342 $350 $353 $371 $398 $453 $460 $448 $520 
Expenditures $338 $355 $346 $337 $349 $338 $355 $381 $395 $425 $452 $458 $506 






















































































Description of Financial 
Crises CGIAR Member Action Centers Action Financial Outcome 
1994-
1995 
- Centers experienced 
significant declines in 
funding for “agenda” 
research projects 
- Underfunding by more than 
5% at CIAT, ICRISAT, and 
IITA due, in part, to slower 
project implementation 
leading to lower revenue 
 
 
- World Bank financial 
assistance provided  
-18-month stabilization 
program implemented 
- World Bank agreed to 
match 50% up to $20 
million in donor 
contributions for 
agenda funding (2 
year program) 
- World Bank reserve of 
$2.5 million created as 
part of reform and 




- In 1995, three 
Centers were 
underfunded by 
more than 5%, CIAT, 
ICRISAT, and IITA 
 
- 1995-System surplus of 
$6 million 
- Over two year period, 
an additional $20 million 
was received from 
Members; $20 million 
was redirected from 
non-agenda to agenda 
items an d; the World 
Bank provided 
additional $20 million in 
matching funds 
- $60 million in 
adjustments  over two 
year period 
- Management reported 
in CGIAR Financial 
Report that stabilization 








Description of Financial 
Crises CGIAR Member Action Centers Action Financial Outcome 
1996 
- A “mini” financial crisis 
resulted in funding shortfall 
of $20 million 
- Shortfalls unevenly 
distributed among centers- 
CIAT, ICRISAT, IRRI, IITA, 
and ISNAR 
- Shortfall due to (1) decrease 
in level of agenda support, 
including shift to nonagenda; 
(2) reductions in 
contributions from members 
and lower disbursements 
from institutional members 
and; (3) resulting reduction 
in World Bank matching 
contribution. 
- ILRI also had a shortfall due 
to lower than budgeted 
support for system wide live 
stock initiative 
- Rescue package of 
$10 million in 
additional funding from 
members allocated to 
five centers – CIAT 
($3.2), CIMMYT 
($1.0), ICRISAT 
($2.8), IITA ($1.3), and 
IIRI ($1.8). 
- World Bank reserve of 
$2.5 million continued 
as part of stabilization 
efforts (author note: 
possible misalignment 
of incentives created 
with fund that may 
reward poor financial 
performance) 
- The total funding gap 
was estimated at $20 
million with half 
made up by $10 
million from 
members and the 
other half ($10 
million coming from 
reduction in 
expenditures  at 
CIAT, ICRISAT, 
CIMMYT, 
IRRI,ISNAR, and  
IITA 
- Four Centers 
reduced staff and 
incurred separation 
costs of $10 million 
although future 
savings estimated to 
result in well over 
$10 million in future 
years. 
- 1996- System deficit of 
$9 million 
- By end of 1996 
management viewed 
finances of the CGIAR 
as strong and healthy 
- $10 million rescue 
package to five Centers 
- Redirected $12 million 
from non-agenda to 
agenda 
- Modifications to CGIAR 
financing arrangements 
noted 
- In order to cover about 
half of shortfall, five 
Centers cut back 
expenditures by an 
estimated $ 10 million 
- Also, Centers cut 
significant levels of staff 
1997 
- No major financial crisis but  
ILRI was substantially below 
financing plan due to Global 
Livestock Program ($2.5); 
ICARDA also well below 
funding plan 
- ICLARM and WARDA fell 
short of budget by 20% + 
due to (1) slower than 
planned project 
implementation and shortfall 
stemming from exchange 
rate losses 
- System-wide initiatives fell 
short of financing 
requirements ($13 vs. $8 
actual) 
- Exchange rate losses on 
Japan’s contribution (US$ 
stronger)  
- CIAT, ICRISAT, 
CIMMYT and IRRI 
received special 
financing of  $5.2 
million from World 
Bank reserve fund  
- World Bank financed 
$1.2 million in system-
wide activities gap 
-World Bank matching 
formula created issue 
when actual funding 
was lower than 
estimated and would 
have resulted in 
refunds from Centers; 
Decision made to wait 
to implement funding 
formula 
 
- No major action 




-The process of setting 
up a reserve for the 
portion of World Bank 
funds and then 
allocating the amount to 
Centers who are 
underfunded appears to 
be accepted by CGIAR 
Finance Committee 




- No major financial crisis 
- Only 2 Centers, ILRI ($3.5) 
and CIMMYT (3.6) fell 
significantly below financing 
plan targets 
- $2 million special funding 
given to ILRI for livestock 
initiative, despite $3.5 
shortfall 
- $7.1 million in crisis 
funding allocated to 
ICRISAT ($3.5 ), ILRI 
($2.0), and ICARDA 
($1.6) 
 
- No major cutbacks 
noted in financial 
reports 
- 1998- $16 million 
surplus 
- CGIAR financial 
position described as 









Description of Financial 
Crises CGIAR Member Action Centers Action Financial Outcome 
1999 
- EC defaulted on $16 million 
commitment 
- Due to advancing funds into 
1999, net deficit for the 
System $7 million rather 
than entire $16 million. 
- If the EC money had been 
received, ILRI, ICARDA, 
CIAT, CIFOR, and CIP 
would still have had deficits. 





($2.5) and ILRI’s 
system-wide  livestock 
program ($1.5) 
- 11 Centers had 
operating deficits 
-No major action taken 
by Centers 
- 1999- $7 million deficit 
- In order to mitigate 
losses due to EC 
shortfall,   ILRI, 
ICLARM, IFPRI, and 
IWMI  received funds 
an advance in 1999 
that will be spent in 
1999 and reflect as 
deficits in 2000 
(author note: simply 
delays recognition of 
loss) 
2000 
- System generated surplus of 
$12 million 
- Funding for four Centers 
was 10% or more off from 
plan- IWMI ($1.3), ICLARM 
($2.5 million), ILRI ($4.9 
million) and WARDA  ($3.7 
million) 
- Lower funding attributable to 
slower than planned project 
implementation  
- No special action by 
Finance Committee 
- No major actions 
taken by Centers 
- $12 million surplus 
- $74 million write down 




- System generated deficit of 
$2 million funded from 
Center reserves 
(unappropriated net assets) 
- Seven Centers were 
underfunded by more than 
10%- CIAT ($4.8 million), 
CIFOR ($1.5 million), CIP 
($3.6 million), ICARDA ($3.5 
million), ICLARM ($2.6 
million), ICRISAT ($2.7 
million), and WARDA ($4.3 
million) 
- Attributable to lower funding 
from Japan and slower than 
planned project 
implementation  
- Weak European currencies 
also contributed to gap 
- No special allocations 
- World Bank funding in 
2001 included $1.4 for 
System review and 
CGIAR Committees, 
$3.0 million advance, 
and $1.8 million 
reserve 
 
- Subsequent to 
approval of 2001 
financing plan of 
$340 million, 
Centers estimated 
that funding would 
reach $364 million.  
Finance Committee 
held tight and did not 
increase financing 
plan 
- Actual funding 
reached $337 
million, much closer 
to original estimate. 
- $2 million deficit 
- Management described 
financial position, in the 
aggregate, as healthy 
in annual financial 
report 
2002 
- System generated surplus of 
$2 million, due to System 
level funding of extra $12 
million to more than offset 
losses at operating Centers 
of $10 million 
No special allocations No special actions - $10 million deficit at the 
Center level offset with 
System level funding of 
$12 million, netting 
surplus of $2 million 
2003 
- Operational Surplus 
- ISNAR ceased operations 
- Challenge Programs 
initiated 
No special allocation No major actions - $3 million surplus 
- Planned a deficit but 








Description of Financial 
Crises CGIAR Member Action Centers Action Financial Outcome 
2004 
- IFPRI,CIP, and IPGRI had 
funding increases in excess 
of 20% 
- 14 Centers ended year with 
surplus 
No special action 
required 
No special action 
required 
- $28 million surplus 
- Planned a deficit of $5 
million but ended with 
$28 million surplus 
(author note: although 
favorable, this is a large 
variance) 
2005 
-Challenge Program funding 
totaled $35 million 
-$8 million operating surplus 
No special action 
required 
No special action 
required 
- $8 million surplus 
- Planned to breakeven 
2006 
- Operating deficit of $10 
million mainly due to $30 
million EC funding shortfall 
- EC loss offset by World Bank 
funding of $6 million and $8 
million from non-members. 
- Special allocation of $6 
million from World 
Bank to offset loss of 
EC funding of $30 
million 
- Non member special 
funding of $8 million 
- Center financial 
reports indicated that 
notification of EC 
shortfall was very 
late in year making it 
difficult to curtail 
spending 
- $10 million deficit 
- Funding fell short of 
plan by $26 million. –
Plan was optimistic in 
projecting good year 
where expenditures 
would exceed funding 
by $20 million and be 
funded by reserves 
- Resulted in challenging 
year (note CIAT 
financial crisis not 
highlighted in financial 
results) 
2007 
- EC doubled funding in 2007 
to make up for shortfall in 
2006 
- 11 Centers ended the year 
with a surplus 





- $14 million surplus 







































































































































9 As reported, a Center’s general and administrative expenses such as costs for the Board of Trustees and, Director 
General’s Office, along with expenses for administration, internal audit, finance, human resources, personnel and 








































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Executive Summary                        
 











































8.0 Program Innovations                    
8.1 Challenge Programs 
 









    Various Aspects of the CGIAR & its Affiliated Centers         
Figure 1B:  A Comparison of Importance and Effectiveness  
    Ratings – Focus on Partnerships                
Figure 1C:  A Comparison of Importance or Appropriateness & 
    Effectiveness – Members & Co‐sponsors      
Figure 1D:  A comparison of Importance, Adequacy & Effectiveness: 
    Unrestricted Funding & Financial Management          
Figure 1E:  A Comparison of Importance, Effectiveness & Urgency  
    Ratings: Governance Reform, 2002‐2007            
Figure 1F:  Priorities and Priority‐setting from the Perspective of 
    All Respondents                    
Figure 1G:  Summary of Importance Ratings of Various Dimensions 
    Of The CGIAR by Section of Survey Overview          
Figure 1H:  Summary of Effectiveness (& Urgency) Ratings of  
Various Dimensions of the CGIAR by Section of  
Survey Overview                    
Figure 2:  Response Rates – Overall & by Stakeholder Group        
Figure 3:  Effectiveness of work of the CGIAR & Centers in  
    5 research priority areas: a comparative perspective        
Figure 4:  Comparison of Importance & Effectiveness Ratings of 
    Executive Conical by Population Sub‐group            
Figure 5:  Comparison of Effectiveness Ratings of the Science 
    Council by Population Sub‐group            
Figure 6:  Gender & Diversity Programs: Importance &  







    by Population Sub‐group                  
Figure 8:  Importance & Effectiveness of Partnerships with NARS, 
    ARIs, NGOs and the Private Sector              
Figure 9:  Importance and Effectiveness: Center‐to‐Centre 
    Partnerships by Sub‐group              
Figure 10:  Importance and Effectiveness: the Priority‐setting  
    Exercise and Effectiveness of Resulting Priorities by 




    Reform: A Comparison by Population Sub‐group        
Figure 13:  Importance of Reforms 2002‐2007 in Comparison  
With Effectiveness of Implementing Changes – by 
Sub‐group                        
Figure 14:  Increasing the Capacity for Change and Overcoming 
    Impediments: Response by Sub‐groups to Suggested 
    Options                    
Figure 15:  Appropriateness and Effectiveness of the Word Bank  
in Fulfilling its various Financial Roles – Comparison  
by Sub‐group                       
Figure 16:  Importance and Effectiveness of Challenge Programs 
to the Success of the CGIAR – Comparison by  
Sub‐group                    
Figure 17:  Importance versus Adequacy of Unrestricted  
Funds – Comparison by Sub‐group            
Figure 18:  Importance vs Effectiveness: Audit, Financial  
Oversight and Risk Management – Comparison  

















































































































































Managemetn & Risk 












































































































































































































1 Some parts or all of Survey Questions 6-7, 10-13, 15-16, and 18-20 dealt with relations 




















































































































































































































































Importance ….  Range  High  Low  Outlier(s) 
CGIAR & Affiliated 
Centers 
         
Executive Council  90%‐80%  10 points  CP  SC  59% ‐ BC/CEx 




Secretariat  54%‐44%  10 points  ExCo/mem  SC & PS  27% ‐ CP 
Housing Secretariat  64%‐56%  8 points  CP  SC 
42% ‐ BC 
47% ‐ SC 
World Bank’s convening power  87%‐72%  15 points  ExCo/mem  SC  67% ‐ SC 
Science Council  100%‐50%  50 points  SC  CP  diverse 
Gender & Diversity – 
internal  77%‐65%  12 points  SC  BC/CEx  None 
Gender & Diversity – 
research  84%‐74%  10 points  ExCo/mem  PS 
65% ‐ SC 
67% ‐ CP 
Partnerships           
The Alliance  81%‐76%  5 points  SC  ExCo/mem  65% ‐ BC/CEx 67% ‐ PS 
Center‐to‐Center 
Partnerships 
94%‐83%  11 points  PS  SC  77% ‐ BC/CEx 
NARS Partnerships  95%‐88%  7 points  SC  ExCo/mem  None 
ARI Partnerships  81%‐72%  9 points  ExCo/mem 
PS 
CP  100% ‐ BC/CEx 
Partnerships with NGOs  58%‐53%  5 points  ExCo/mem  BC/CEx  91% ‐ CP 
Partnerships with the 
Private Sector  78%‐41%  37 points  CP  SC  diverse 
Priority‐setting            
SC‐led Priority‐setting 
exercise 
84%‐42%  42 points  SC  BC/CEx  diverse 
Allocation of contributions 








39%‐29%  10 points  BC/CEx  PS  60% ‐ SC 
Make less performance‐
based 
13%‐0%  13 points  ExCo/mem  PS & CP  20% ‐ SC 
24% ‐ BC/CEx 









100%‐53%  47 points  CP  BC/CEx  diverse 
Members & Co‐Sponsors           
Having co‐sponsors  100%‐53%  47 points  SC  BC/CEx  diverse 
World Bank in financial 
roles (appropriateness) 
66%‐55  11 points  ExCo/mem  CP  72% ‐ SC 
Challenge Programs  100%‐31%  69 points  CP  BC/CEx  Diverse 
Funding & Financial 
Management           
Unrestricted funding  94%‐81%  13 points  PS  SC  50% ‐ CP 
Audit, financial oversight & 





















CGIAR & Affiliated Centers           
Science Council  74%‐19%  65 points  SC  BC/CEx  diverse 
Gender & Diversity – internal  59%‐43%  16 points  BC/CEx  ExCo/mem  17% ‐ PS 
27% ‐ CP 
Gender & Diversity ‐ research  53%‐41%  12 points  SC  ExCo/mem  0% ‐ CP 
7% ‐ PS 
Partnerships           
The Alliance  30%‐20%  10 points  SC  BC/CEx  O% ‐ CP 
6% ‐ PS 
Center‐to‐Center 
Partnerships  33%‐22%  11 points  BC/CEx  PS  10% ‐ CP 
NARS Partnerships  60%‐50%  10 points  BC/CEx   PS 
25% ‐ CP 
34% ‐ ExCo/mem 
ARI Partnerships  37%‐27%  10 points  CP  PS  54% ‐ BC/CEx 56%‐SC 
Partnerships with NGOs  33%‐ 20%  13 points  BC/CEx  CP  10%‐ExCo/mem 13%‐PS 
Partnerships with the Private 
Sector  12%‐3%  9 points  BC/CEx   ExCo/mem  36%‐SC 
Priority‐setting            
SC‐led Priority‐setting 
exercise  40%‐14%  26 points  SC  BC/CEx  diverse 
Governance           
Reforms to CGIAR 
governance 
47%‐0%  47 points  SC  CP  diverse 





22%‐8%  14 points  ExCo/mem  BC/CEx  None 
Members & Co‐Sponsors           
Co‐sponsor performance  56%‐13%  43 points  SC  CP  Diverse 
World Bank performance of 
financial roles  61%‐48%  13 points  ExCo/mem  BC/CEx  33%‐CP 







Management           
Unrestricted funding  9%‐0%  9 points  ExCo/mem  SC  None 
Audit, financial oversight & 
financial risk management 

















































































































































































































































































































Members  109  91  83.49%  45.27% 
Board chairs & Center 
executives  60  54  90.0%  26.87% 
Challenge Program  16  15  93.75%  7.46% 















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































? Become more centralized  ? Become more decentralized 








? Stay unchanged  ? Be changed (a little/greatly) 
? Be changed   ? Be replaced  
? Focus on excellence in science  ? Focus on the needs of the poor 
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Ce questionnaire est disponible en français sur demand. 
Se puede pedir ese cuestionario en español. 
 
QUESTIONNAIRE TO ASSIST THE INDEPENDENT 
REVIEW PANEL  
  
 
Q.00.  I am, or have been -  (Please check all that apply.) 
 
1. [  ] Donor Representative  
2. [  ] Science Council Member 
3. [  ] Director General of a Center 
4.  [  ] Deputy Director General of a Center 
5. [  ] Chair of a Center Board 
6.  [  ] System Office professional staff           
7.  [  ] Other. Namely … 
  
 
The Independent Review Panel has been asked to examine both what is 
known about the impact of the activities of the Centers and the governance 
of the CGIAR system.  The following questions cover issues from the 
Panel’s Terms of Reference.  Most questions have three parts.  The first 
asks the importance of the topic during the period being reviewed (2002-
2007).  The second asks how effectively the CGIAR and Centers handled 
the topic.  Being able to compare importance and effectiveness together 
will enable the Panel to identify key areas of concern.  Most questions are 
followed by an open-ended solicitation of your suggestions for 




Q01.A. (1)  The CGIAR Science Council was established to help Centers 
enhance the quality, relevance and impact of the research of the 
Centers.  How important was it to have a Science Council to do this?   
 
[  ] No opinion, or 
                   1       2       3       4       5       
                     _________________________ 
Not at all                                                           Very 
important                                                    important 
  
SCALE 
6  No opinion 
5  Very important 
4  Important 
IMPORTANCE SCALE 
5 Very important 
4 Important 
3 Significant value but not “important” 
2 Has minor value 
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3  Significant value but not  “important” 
2  Has minor value  
1  No importance 
 
Q01.B. How effective has the Science Council been in helping Centres to 
enhance the quality, relevance and impact of their science?      
 
[  ] No opinion, or: 
                   1       2       3       4       5    
                    _________________________ 
Not at all                                                          Very 
effective                                                           effective 
 
SCALE 
6  No opinion 
5 Very effective 
4  Effective 
3  Not clearly effective or clearly ineffective 
2  Marginally ineffective 
1  Completely ineffective 
 
 
Q01.C  What should be done to improve the role and/or performance of the 
Science Council?   
 
1. [  ] No opinion,  
 
2. or please comment: … 
 
Some questions, including this one, are followed by a list of statements that 
you can mark if you agree with them.  It should not be assumed that they 
are complete or exhaustive or that Panel necessarily endorses any of 
them. 
 
(Check any statements below with which you agree.) 
3. [  ] No significant change to the Science Council is needed. 
4. [  ] The Science Council should periodically consider each Center in 
depth and offer guidance and advice. 
5. [  ] Science Council should have a greater role in resource 
allocation. 
6. [  ] Science Council is conflicted between support to the Centers 
and its evaluation role. 
7. [  ] Science Council’s role in facilitating research partnerships needs 
to be strengthened. 
8. [  ] The way Science Council evaluates research projects 
undervalues some research areas. 
 
(2) The Science Council has led an exercise that has defined research 
priorities for the CGIAR.  
 
EFFECTIVENESS SCALE 
5 Very effective 
4 Effective 
3 Not clearly effective or clearly ineffective 
2 Marginally ineffective 
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Q02.A. How important to the CGIAR and Centers was this priority setting 
exercise?       
 
[  ] No opinion, or: 
                 1       2       3       4       5    
                    _________________________ 
Not at all                                                           Very 
important                                                    important 
 
SCALE 
6  No opinion 
5  Very important 
4  Important 
3  Significant value but not  “important” 
2  Has minor value  
1  No importance 
 
Q02.B. How familiar are you with the CGIAR’s 20 priorities and five priority 
areas? 
 
1. [  ] Little or no knowledge of the priorities 
2. [  ] Generally familiar with them but not in detail 
3. [  ] Detailed knowledge of them 
 
Q02.C. Are the priorities as stated likely to be effective as a guide to decision 
making and resource allocation?       [  ] No opinion, or 
    
                 1       2       3       4       5    
                   _________________________ 
Not at all                                                          Very 
effective                                                            effective 
 
SCALE 
6  No opinion 
5 Very effective 
4  Effective 
3  Not clearly effective or clearly ineffective 
2  Marginally ineffective 
1  Completely ineffective 
 
Q02.D.  What should be done to improve the System priorities?  
 
1. [  ] No opinion,  
2. or please comment: … 
 
(Check any statement below with which you agree.) 
3. [  ] No significant change is needed. 
4. [  ]  The System needs to revise its priorities in the near future. 
5. [  ]  Whether or not change is needed, it would be too expensive 
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(3) The CGIAR has adopted five priority areas as a guide to research.  
Please tell us how effectively you think the CGIAR and Centers are working 
in each area. 
 
Q03.A. (A) Centers’ work on sustaining biodiversity for current and future 
generations.   
 
[  ] No opinion, or 
 
1          2         3          4           5  
       ___________________________________ 
Not at all     Fully 
effective     effective 
 
SCALE 
6  No opinion 
5 Very effective 
4  Effective 
3  Not clearly effective or clearly ineffective 
2  Marginally ineffective 
1  Completely ineffective 
 
Q03.B. (B) Centers’ work on genetic improvements to produce more and 
better food at lower cost.   
  
[  ] No opinion, or 
 
1          2         3          4           5  
       ___________________________________ 
Not at all     Fully 
effective     effective 
 
SCALE 
6  No opinion 
5 Very effective 
4  Effective 
3  Not clearly effective or clearly ineffective 
2  Marginally ineffective 
1  Completely ineffective 
 
Q03.C. (C) Centers’ work on agricultural diversification and help to farmers to 
take advantage from emerging opportunities for high-value 
commodities and products.        
 
[  ] No opinion, or 
 1          2         3          4           5  
       ___________________________________ 
Not at all     Fully 
effective     effective 
SCALE 
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5 Very effective 
4  Effective 
3  Not clearly effective or clearly ineffective 
2  Marginally ineffective 
1  Completely ineffective 
 
Q03D. (D) Centers’ work on sustainable management of water, land and 
forest resources priority 
 
[  ] No opinion, or: 
1          2         3          4           5  
       ___________________________________ 
Not at all     Fully 
effective     effective 
 
SCALE 
6  No opinion 
5 Very effective 
4  Effective 
3  Not clearly effective or clearly ineffective 
2  Marginally ineffective 
1  Completely ineffective 
 
Q03E. (E) Centers’ work on improving policies and facilitating institutional 
innovation      
 
[  ] No opinion, or: 
1          2         3          4           5  
       ___________________________________ 
Not at all     Fully 
effective     effective 
 
SCALE 
6  No opinion 
5 Very effective 
4  Effective 
3  Not clearly effective or clearly ineffective 
2  Marginally ineffective 
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(4)  Challenge Programs were established by the CGIAR in 2001 as time-
bound, independently-governed programs, whose funding was intended to 
be additional to that of the Centers.  There are presently four Challenge 
Programs.   
 
Q004A. How important are the Challenge Programs to the success of the 
CGIAR?   
 
[  ] No opinion, or: 
                 1       2       3       4       5    
                   _________________________ 
Not at all                                                           Very 
important                                                    important 
 
SCALE 
6  No opinion 
5  Very important 
4  Important 
3  Significant value but not  “important” 
2  Has minor value  
1  No importance 
 
Q04B.  How effective have the Challenge Programs been? 
[  ] No opinion, or 
                 1       2       3       4       5    
                   _________________________ 
Not at all                                                          Very 
effective                                                           effective 
 
SCALE 
6  No opinion 
5 Very effective 
4  Effective 
3  Not clearly effective or clearly ineffective 
2  Marginally ineffective 
1  Completely ineffective 
 
Q04C.  What should be done to improve Challenge Programs?  
 
1.  [  ] No opinion,  
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(Check any statement below with which you agree.) 
3.  [  ] No significant change is needed. 
4.  [  ] The Challenge Programs should be discontinued. 
5.  [  ] Changes are needed in the way in which topics for Challenge 
Programs are determined. 
6. [  ] Changes are needed in the procedures for application and award. 
7. [  ] Greater assurance is needed that the funding of the Challenge 
Programs is, net, additional to what would otherwise be available for the 
Centers. 
 
Q05. (5) Does ethics review of research proposals need to be strengthened 
within the CGIAR and Centers?  
 
1.   [  ] No opinion. 
2.   [  ] No 
3.   [  ] Yes 




Q06.A. (6)  How important to the centers’ performance is unrestricted 
funding, in your opinion?        
 
[  ] No opinion, or: 
                 1       2       3       4       5    
                   _________________________ 
Not at all                                                           Very 
important                                                    important 
 
SCALE 
6  No opinion 
5  Very important 
4  Important 
3  Significant value but not  “important” 
2  Has minor value  
1  No importance 
 
Q06.B. Across all Centers how adequate is the present level of unrestricted 
funding?   
[  ] No opinion, or: 
                  1       2       3       4       5    
                   _________________________ 
Not at all                                                          Very 




  626 
Appendix 1 Survey of Informed Stakeholders: Summary of Results 
SCALE 
6  No opinion 
5  Very adequate 
4   
3   
2    
1  Not at all adequate 
 
Q06.C. What should be done to improve the proportion of unrestricted 
funding?  
1. [  ] No opinion,  
2. or please comment: … 
 
(Check any statement below with which you agree.) 
3. [  ] No significant change is needed.  General ‘thematic’ restrictions are 
not a problem and some contract restrictions are inevitable. 
4. [  ] No change is likely to be possible given donor constraints. 
5. [  ] A common full-costing policy is needed. 
6. [  ] CGIAR should institute a voluntary unified fund (central pool of 
resources) that would be allocated to Centers according to agreed criteria 
but unrestricted thereafter. 
7. [  ] There should be a pledging session for unrestricted funding at AGM. 
8  [  ]  CGIAR should seek new sources of unrestricted funding, including 
private foundations. 
9. [  ] CGIAR and Centers should build an endowment to provide 
unrestricted income. 
 
Q07.A. (7)  How important is audit, financial oversight and financial risk 
management by the CGIAR System, in your opinion?  
 
[  ] No opinion, or: 
                            1       2       3       4       5    
                   _________________________ 
Not at all                                                           Very 
important                                                    important 
 
SCALE 
6  No opinion 
5  Very important 
4  Important 
3  Significant value but not  “important” 
2  Has minor value  
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Q07.B. How effective is audit, oversight and financial risk management by the 
System?   
 
[  ] No opinion, or 
                 1       2       3       4       5    
                   _________________________ 
Not at all                                                          Very 
effective                                                           effective 
 
SCALE 
6  No opinion 
5 Very effective 
4  Effective 
3  Not clearly effective or clearly ineffective 
2  Marginally ineffective 
1  Completely ineffective 
 
Q07.C. What should be done to improve financial risk management by the 
CGIAR System?  
 
1. [  ] No opinion,  
2. or please comment: … 
 
(Check any statement below with which you agree.) 
3. [  ] No significant change is needed. 
4, [  ]  ExCo Ad Hoc Committee on Finance should have strong oversight 
powers. 
5. [  ]  The Centers’ reserve funds requirement should be increased. 




Q08 (8) In your opinion how effective has the overall governance of the 
CGIAR been since 2002? 
 
1. [  ] No opinion 
2. [  ] Ineffective 
3. [  ] Modestly effective 
4. [  ] Very effective 
5. Comment? … 
 
 (9) Various changes to the governance of the CGIAR have been 
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Q09.A.  Potentially how important are reforms to CGIAR governance? 
 
[  ] No opinion, or: 
                        1       2       3       4       5    
                   _________________________ 
Not at all                                                           Very 
important                                                           important 
 
SCALE 
6  No opinion 
5  Very important 
4  Important 
3  Significant value but not  “important” 
2  Has minor value  
1  No importance 
 
Q09.B. How effective have the reforms to the CGIAR governance since 2002 
been? 
 
[  ] No opinion, or: 
                        1       2       3       4       5    
                   _________________________ 
Not at all                                                           Very 
effective                                                           effective 
 
SCALE 
6  No opinion 
5 Very effective 
4  Effective 
3  Not clearly effective or clearly ineffective 
2  Marginally ineffective 
1  Completely ineffective 
 
Q09.C. What do you think are the most important changes in governance still 





4. [  ] No opinion, or: 
 
Q09. D. How urgent is the need for change in the governance system? 
 
[  ] No opinion, or: 
                        1       2       3       4       5    
                   _________________________ 
Not at all                                                           Very 
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SCALE 
6  No opinion 
5  Very urgent 
4   
3   
2    
1  Not at all urgent 
 
Q10.A. (10)  How important is the Executive Council to CGIAR system 
governance?    
[  ] No opinion, or: 
                        1       2       3       4       5    
                   _________________________ 
Not at all                                                           Very 
important                                                    important 
 
SCALE 
6  No opinion 
5  Very important 
4  Important 
3  Significant value but not  “important” 
2  Has minor value  
1  No importance 
 
Q10.B.  How effectively has the Executive Council fulfilled its functions?       
[  ] No opinion, or: 
 
                 1       2       3       4       5    
                   _________________________ 
Not at all                                                          Very 
effective                                                           effective 
 
SCALE 
6  No opinion 
5 Very effective 
4  Effective 
3  Not clearly effective or clearly ineffective 
2  Marginally ineffective 
1  Completely ineffective 
 
Q10.C. What should be done to improve on the mandate, composition or 
functioning of the Executive Council?  
 
1. [  ] No opinion,+ 
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(Check any statement below with which you agree.) 
3. [  ] No significant change is needed. 
4. [  ] Have more representation from developing countries. 
5. [  ] Have more organized representation by constituency. 
6. [  ] Give more power in ExCo decision making to major shareholders. 
7. [  ] Have ExCo use formal votes and make binding decisions. 





  (11)  The World Bank is a CGIAR co-sponsor, a donor, a mobilizer of other 
donors’ contributions to the CGIAR and it manages the Multi-Donor Trust 
Fund. 
 
Q11.A. Is it appropriate to the interests of the CGIAR and the Centers that the 
World Bank plays all these financial roles?   
 
[  ] No opinion, or 
 
                 1       2       3       4       5    
                   _________________________ 
Not at all                                                           Very 
important                                                    important 
 
SCALE 
6  No opinion 
5  Very important 
4  Important 
3  Significant value but not  “important” 
2  Has minor value  
1  No importance 
 
Q11.B.  How well has the Bank performed its financial roles?   
[  ] No opinion, or: 
 
                 1       2       3       4       5    
                   _________________________ 
Not at all                                                          Very 
effective                                                           effective 
 
SCALE 
6  No opinion 
5 Very effective 
4  Effective 
3  Not clearly effective or clearly ineffective 
2  Marginally ineffective 
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Q11.C.  What should be done to improve the Bank’s performance of its 
financial roles?  
1. [  ] No opinion,  
2. or please comment: … 
 
(Check any statement below with which you agree.) 
3.[  ] No significant change is needed. 
4.[  ] Improve the operations of the Multi-Donor Trust Fund. 
5. [. ] Change the World Bank’s method of allocating its contribution to 
make  
6. it [  ] more   
7.[  ] less performance-based. 
8. [  ] Transfer allocation powers to the Ad Hoc Committee on Finance. 
 
 
 (12)  How important is it that the World Bank plays the following roles in the 
CGIAR: 
 
Q12.A.  a) Provides the Chair 
 
                 1       2       3       4       5    
                   _________________________ 
Not at all                                                           Very 
important                                                    important 
 
SCALE 
6  No opinion 
5  Very important 
4  Important 
3  Significant value but not  “important” 
2  Has minor value  
1  No importance 
 
Q12.B.  b) Provides a staff member as Director of the CGIAR Secretariat 
 
                 1       2       3       4       5    
                   _________________________ 
Not at all                                                           Very 
important                                                    important 
 
SCALE 
6  No opinion 
5  Very important 
4  Important 
3  Significant value but not  “important” 
2  Has minor value  
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Q12.C.  c) Houses the CGIAR Secretariat 
 
                 1       2       3       4       5    
                   _________________________ 
Not at all                                                           Very 
important                                                    important 
SCALE 
6  No opinion 
5  Very important 
4  Important 
3  Significant value but not  “important” 
2  Has minor value  
1  No importance 
 
Q12.D. d) Exercises its convening power to promote the interests of the 
CGIAR 
 
                 1       2       3       4       5    
                   _________________________ 
Not at all                                                           Very 
important                                                    important 
SCALE 
6  No opinion 
5  Very important 
4  Important 
3  Significant value but not  “important” 
2  Has minor value  
1  No importance 
 
Q12.E.  What should be done to improve the Bank’s performance of these 
roles?  
1. [  ] No opinion,  
2. or please comment: … 
 
(Check any statement below with which you agree.) 
3. [  ] No significant change is needed. 
4. [  ] A CGIAR legal entity should be established somewhat more 
autonomously from the World Bank. 
5. [  ] There is a conflict between the World Bank’s role as a major donor 
and its management role in the CGIAR. 
6. [  ] There should be more emphasis on mutual gains in knowledge 
management.   
7. [  ] Two way exchanges with the World Bank regional, country and sector 
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 (13)  FAO is a CGIAR co-sponsor and houses the Science Council Secretariat; 
IFAD is a co-sponsor and houses the Alliance Office; and UNDP is a co-
sponsor.  Co-sponsors, being major international institutions, may enhance 
the international character and standing of the Centers.  They also provide 
financial support to the Science Council and help identify and nominate new 
CGIAR Directors. 
 
Q13A.  How important is it that there be co-sponsors in addition to ordinary 
members?  
 
[  ] No opinion, or: 
 
                 1       2       3       4       5    
                   _________________________ 
Not at all                                                           Very 
important                                                    important 
 
SCALE 
6  No opinion 
5  Very important 
4  Important 
3  Significant value but not  “important” 
2  Has minor value  
1  No importance 
 
Q13.B.  How effective have these co-sponsors been in performing their roles?   
 
[  ] No opinion, or: 
 
                 1       2       3       4       5    
                   _________________________ 
Not at all                                                          Very 
effective                                                           effective 
 
SCALE 
6  No opinion 
5 Very effective 
4  Effective 
3  Not clearly effective or clearly ineffective 
2  Marginally ineffective 
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Q13.C.  What should be done to improve the contributions of the co-sponsors 
of the CGIAR, and, as well, the value that organizations receive from 
being co-sponsors?  
 
1. [  ] No opinion, 
2.  or please comment: … 
 
(Check any statement below with which you agree.) 
3. [  ] No significant change is needed. 
4. [  ] The co-sponsor role should be discontinued. 
5. [  ] Inactive co-sponsorships should be discontinued. 
6. [  ]  The roles and powers of the co-sponsors should be enhanced. 
7. [  ]  The CGIAR should make better use of the co-sponsors to influence 
broad international policies in agriculture and development. 
  
(14)  The Gender and Diversity Program deals with gender and diversity 
issues within the CGIAR and Centers, including staffing and professional 
development.  The Participatory Research and Gender Analysis Program 
deals with gender in agriculture.  Also, individual Centers may have gender-
and-diversity related activities. 
 
(A) The Gender and Diversity Program (Internal) 
 
Q14.A.  How important are gender and diversity issues to the effectiveness of 
the CGIAR and Centers?   
[  ] No opinion, or: 
 
          1       2       3       4       5    
                   _________________________ 
Not at all                                                           Very 
important                                                    important 
 
SCALE 
6  No opinion 
5  Very important 
4  Important 
3  Significant value but not “important” 
2  Has minor value  
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Q14.B.  How effective have the CGIAR and Centers been in achieving gender 
and diversity objectives?   
[  ] No opinion, or: 
 
                 1       2       3       4       5    
                   _________________________ 
Not at all                                                          Very 
effective                                                           effective 
 
SCALE 
6  No opinion 
5 Very effective 
4  Effective 
3  Not clearly effective or clearly ineffective 
2  Marginally ineffective 
1  Completely ineffective 
 
 
Q.14C.  What should be done to improve the CGIAR and Centers’ approaches 
to achieving gender and diversity objectives?  
1. [  ] No opinion,  
2. or please comment: … 
 
(Check any statement below with which you agree.) 
3. [  ] No change in the existing approach and activities is needed. 
4. [  ] Gender and diversity principles should be implemented more 
strongly. 
5. [  ] Collect System-wide gender-and-diversity disaggregated human 
resources information. 
 
 (B) Integration of Gender Issues in the Work of the CGIAR and Centers 
 
Q14.D.  How important should the integration of gender issues into the 
research programs of the CGIAR and Centers, including the 
Challenge Programs, be?   
 
[  ] No opinion, or: 
 
                 1       2       3       4       5    
                   _________________________ 
Not at all                                                           Very 
important                                                    important 
 
SCALE 
6  No opinion 
5  Very important 
4  Important 
3  Significant value but not  “important” 
2  Has minor value  





  636 
Appendix 1 Survey of Informed Stakeholders: Summary of Results 
Q14.E.  How effective have the Center’s been in incorporating a gender 
perspective in their research and their development activities?   
 
[  ] No opinion, or: 
 
                 1       2       3       4       5    
                   _________________________ 
Not at all                                                          Very 
effective                                                           effective 
 
SCALE 
6  No opinion 
5 Very effective 
4  Effective 
3  Not clearly effective or clearly ineffective 
2  Marginally ineffective 
1  Completely ineffective 
 
 
Q14.F.  What should be done to improve the CGIAR’s and Centers’ 
approaches to research and related activities informed by a gender 
perspective?  
1. [  ] No opinion,  
2. or please comment: … 
 
(Check any statement below with which you agree.) 
3. [  ] No change in the existing approach and activities is needed. 
4. [  ]  There should be a written gender policy and strategy to cover the 
CGIAR and Centers. 
5. [  ] Establish specific accountabilities system-wide for addressing rural 
women’s and girls’ needs. 
6. [  ] Collect more gender disaggregated data and gender performance 
indicators in the CGIAR and Center performance measurement system.  
7. [  ] Provide System-wide training and guidance materials including a 
best-practice Guideline on gender and diversity in agriculture.  
8. [  ] Participatory Research & Gender Analysis Program should deal with 
other diversity and equity issues in addition to gender (such as minorities, 
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PARTNERSHIP 
 
(15)  The Alliance was founded to facilitate collective action by the Centers. 
 
Q15A. How important is the Alliance to the effectiveness of the CGIAR 
System?   
 
[  ] No opinion, or: 
                 1       2       3       4       5    
                   _________________________ 
Not at all                                                           Very 
important                                                    important 
SCALE 
6  No opinion 
5  Very important 
4  Important 
3  Significant value but not  “important” 
2  Has minor value  
1  No importance 
 
Q15.B.  How effective has the Alliance been in achieving its objectives?    
[  ] No opinion, or: 
                 1       2       3       4       5    
                   _________________________ 
Not at all                                                          Very 
effective                                                           effective 
SCALE 
6  No opinion 
5 Very effective 
4  Effective 
3  Not clearly effective or clearly ineffective 
2  Marginally ineffective 
1  Completely ineffective 
 
Q15C.  What do you see as the future role of the Alliance? 
 
1. [  ] No opinion,  
2. or please comment: … 
 
(Check any statement below with which you agree.) 
3. [  ] No significant change is needed. 
4. [  ] The Alliance is a temporary result of the Centers feeling excluded 
from a significant role in the core governance of the CGIAR. 
5. [  ] The Alliance is a permanent feature of the CGIAR System and should 
be strengthened, with more resources, decision-making authority and 
management responsibilities. 
6. [  ] The Alliance should be combined with ExCo to form a new joint 
CGIAR Board (if such a Board were formed to serve a new CGIAR legal 
entity). 
7. [  ] The Alliance’s administrative functions and those of the System 
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8. [  ] The role of the Alliance in mediating disputes between Centers, or 
considering amalgamation proposals, or considering the accession of new 
Centers to the partnership, should be strengthened. 
 
 
Q16A. (16)  How much importance should CGIAR and Centers have given to 
partnerships with National Agricultural Research Systems (NARS)?   
 
[  ] No opinion, or: 
                 1       2       3       4       5    
                   _________________________ 
Very little                                                          Very 
importance                                                   important 
 
SCALE 
6  No opinion 
5  Very important 
4  Important 
3  Significant value but not  “important” 
2  Has minor value  
1  No importance 
 
Q16B.  How effective have the CGIAR and Centers been in partnerships with 
NARS in developing countries?   
 
[  ] No opinion, or: 
                 1       2       3       4       5    
                   _________________________ 
Not at all                                                          Very 
effective                                                           effective 
 
SCALE 
6  No opinion 
5 Very effective 
4  Effective 
3  Not clearly effective or clearly ineffective 
2  Marginally ineffective 
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Q16.C. What should be done to improve the quality and effectiveness of 
CGIAR-NARS partnerships?  
 
1. [  ] No opinion, 
2. or please comment: … 
 
(Check any statement below with which you agree.) 
3. [  ] No significant change is needed. 
4. [  ] Develop a strategic plan for CGIAR action with NARS. 
5. [  ] Strengthen Center services to NARS. 
6. [  ] Encourage donors to fund NARS to buy CGIAR services. 
7. [  ] Each Center should have a written strategy for partnering with NARS. 
8. [  ] Increase NARS representation in CGIAR and Center governance. 
 
 
Q17.A. (17)  What importance should the CGIAR have given to Center-to-
Center partnerships?   
 
[  ] No opinion, or 
                 1       2       3       4       5    
                   _________________________ 
Very little                                                          Very 
importance                                                   important 
 
SCALE 
6  No opinion 
5  Very important 
4  Important 
3  Significant value but not  “important” 
2  Has minor value  
1  No importance 
 
Q17.B.  How effective have Center-to-Center partnerships been?   
 
[  ] No opinion, or 
                 1       2       3       4       5    
                   _________________________ 
Not at all                                                          Very 
effective                                                           effective 
 
SCALE 
6  No opinion 
5 Very effective 
4  Effective 
3  Not clearly effective or clearly ineffective 
2  Marginally ineffective 
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Q17.C.  What should be done to improve Center-to-Center partnerships?  
 
1.[  ] No opinion,  
2. or please comment: … 
 
(Check any statement below with which you agree.) 
3. [  ] No significant change is needed. 
4. [  ] Increase scientist mobility across Centers. 
5. [  ] Recognize that partnerships are appropriate among only some 
Centers and in relatively few ways. 
6. [  ] Fund more inter-Center workshops and publications. 
7. [  ] Increase joint appointments. 
8. [  ] Have the Alliance play an active role in promoting partnering. 
 
 
Q18A. (18)  How much importance should have been given to CGIAR and 
Center partnerships with ARIs?   
 
[  ] No opinion, or: 
                 1       2       3       4       5    
                   _________________________ 
Very little                                                          Very 
importance                                                   important 
 
SCALE 
6  No opinion 
5  Very important 
4  Important 
3  Significant value but not  “important” 
2  Has minor value  
1  No importance 
 
Q18.B. How effective have the CGIAR and Centers been in engaging in 
research and technology development partnerships with the ARIs?   
 
[  ] No opinion, or: 
                 1       2       3       4       5    
                   _________________________ 
Not at all                                                          Very 
effective                                                           effective 
 
SCALE 
6  No opinion 
5 Very effective 
4  Effective 
3  Not clearly effective or clearly ineffective 
2  Marginally ineffective 
1  Completely ineffective 
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1. [  ] No opinion  
2. or please comment: … 
 
(Check any statement below with which you agree.) 
3. [  ] No significant change is needed. 
4. [  ] Strengthen CGIAR-ARI interactions by funding joint projects and 
programs. 




Q19A. (19) How much importance should CGIAR and Centers’ have given to 
partnerships with the private sector?  
[  ] No opinion, or: 
 
                 1       2       3       4       5    
                   _________________________ 
Very little                                                          Very 
importance                                                   important 
 
SCALE 
6  No opinion 
5  Very important 
4  Important 
3  Significant value but not “important” 
2  Has minor value  
1  No importance 
 
Q19.B. How effective have CGIAR and Centers’ partnerships with the private 
sector been? 
   
[  ] No opinion, or: 
 
                 1       2       3       4       5    
                   _________________________ 
Not at all                                                          Very 
effective                                                           effective 
 
SCALE 
6  No opinion 
5 Very effective 
4  Effective 
3  Not clearly effective or clearly ineffective 
2  Marginally ineffective 
1  Completely ineffective 
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1. [  ] No opinion  
2. or please comment: … 
 
Check any statement below with which you agree.) 
3.[  ] No significant change is needed. 
4 [  ] The CGIAR should be more flexible in forming partnerships that are 
aimed at shared private goods (sometimes called club goods) if they are 
judged to be in the long-run interest of the poor. 
5. [.   ] Private sector participation in (  ) CGIAR   
6. (  ) Center Boards should be strengthened. 
7. [  ] CGIAR should develop a more effective policy and strategy for 
private sector cooperation. 
8. [  ] CGIAR and Centers need to improve IP policies and strategy. 
 
 
Q20. (20) How much priority should CGIAR and Center have given to 
partnerships with NGOs?   
 
[  ] No opinion, or: 
 
                 1       2       3       4       5    
                   _________________________ 
Very little                                                          Very 
importance                                                    important 
 
SCALE 
6  No opinion 
5  Very important 
4  Important 
3  Significant value but not  “important” 
2  Has minor value  
1  No importance 
 
Q20.B.  How effective have partnerships with NGOs been?    
 
[  ] No opinion, or: 
 
                 1       2       3       4       5    
                   _________________________ 
Not at all                                                          Very 
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SCALE 
6  No opinion 
5 Very effective 
4  Effective 
3  Not clearly effective or clearly ineffective 
2  Marginally ineffective 
1  Completely ineffective 
 
 
Q20.C. What should be done to improve Center(or CGIAR)-to-NGO 
partnerships?  
 
1. [  ] No opinion, 
2. or please comment: … 
 
(Check any statement below with which you agree.) 
3. [  ] No significant change is needed. 
4. [  ] Strengthen NGO participation in (  ) CGIAR   
5. (  ) Center Boards. 
6. [  ] CGIAR needs to invest more in communications with NGOs. 
7. [  ] Develop a more effective policy and strategy for NGO cooperation. 
 
CAPACITY FOR REFORM 
 
Q21A. (21)  During 2002-2007, there have been major efforts to implement 
reforms and overcome impediments to change in the CGIAR.  What is 
your assessment of the importance of these efforts to the relevance 
and effectiveness of the CGIAR?   
 
[  ] No opinion, or: 
 
                 1       2       3       4       5    
                   _________________________ 
Little                                                               Very 
importance                                                    important 
 
SCALE 
6  No opinion 
5  Very important 
4  Important 
3  Significant value but not  “important” 
2  Has minor value  
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Q21.B.  How effective has CGIAR been in implementing needed change?   
[  ] No opinion, or: 
 
                 1       2       3       4       5    
                   _________________________ 
Not at all                                                          Very 
effective                                                           effective 
 
SCALE 
6  No opinion 
5 Very effective 
4  Effective 
3  Not clearly effective or clearly ineffective 
2  Marginally ineffective 
1  Completely ineffective 
 
Q21.C. What should be done to improve CGIAR’s capacity to implement 
reforms and to overcome impediments to change?  
1. [  ] No opinion, 
2.  or please comment: … 
 
(Check any statement below with which you agree.) 
3. [  ] No significant change is needed. 
4. [  ] Decision-making processes in the CGIAR System need to be 
improved. 
5. [  ] More attention needs to be paid to incentives, especially to aligning 
the incentives of individual Centers with the partnership as a whole. 
6. [  ] CGIAR should consider instituting a funding replenishment system in 





Q22. (22) What reforms could most improve the benefits or reduce the 














Q24. 24) What kind of organization would you like to see the CGIAR and 
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Figure A: Importance & Effectiveness or Adequacy of Various Dimensions 
of the CGIAR from the perspective of All Respondents                                      
 
Figure B: Importance & Effectiveness or Adequacy of Various Dimensions  
of the CGIAR from the perspective of All Executive Council  
and Other Members                                                                                                       
 
Figure C: Importance & Effectiveness or Adequacy of Various Dimensions 
of the CGIAR from the perspective of Developing Country Executive  
Council Members and Other Members                                                                        
 
Figure D: Importance & Effectiveness or Adequacy of Various Dimensions 
of the CGIAR from the perspective of Board Chairs and Center Executives  
 
Figure E: Importance & Effectiveness or Adequacy of Various Dimensions 
of the CGIAR from the perspective of Challenge Program Representatives  
 
Figure F: Importance & Effectiveness or Adequacy of Various Dimensions 
of the CGIAR from the perspective of Science Council Representatives 
  
Figure G: Importance & Effectiveness or Adequacy of Various Dimensions 






































Figure 1 I: Importance & Effectiveness/Adequacy of Various Dimensions of the CGIAR
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Figure 1 J: Importance & Effectiveness/Adequacy of Various Dimensions of the CGIAR
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Figure 1 K: Importance & Effectiveness/Adequacy of Various Dimensions of the CGIAR from Perspective 
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Figure 1 L: Importance & Effectiveness/Adequacy of Various Dimensions of the CGIAR
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Figure 1 M: Importance & Effectiveness/Adequacy of V arious Dimentsions of the CGIAR
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Figure 1 N: Importance & Effectiveness/Adequacy of Various Dimensions of the CGIAR
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Figure 1 O: Importance & Effectiveness/Adequacy of Various Dimensions of the CGIAR
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EFFECTIVENESS IN CENTERS’ PRIORITY AREAS 
 
Table 1A 
The Effectiveness of the CGIAR & Centers in the Five Research Areas (Q 3 A-E) 
Response by Population and Groups 
 
Priority & Responses All Respond’ts 
ExCo & 
Members 





Council Profes’l Staff 
Sustaining Biodiversity         
    % Effective or v. effective  81.61% 85.37% 87.76% 33.33% 78.97% 73.33% 
    % Not clearly effective or  
        Ineffective 14.37% 9.75% 10.2% 66.67% 15.78% 20.0% 
    % Completely or marginally 
        ineffective 4.02% 4.88% 2.04% 0.0% 5.25% 6.67% 
 % of sample responding 86.57% 90.11% 90.74% 60.0% 90.48% 75.0% 
 Mean response 3.99 4.07 4.04 3.56 3.95 3.67 
Genetic Improvements       
    % Effective or v. effective  81.92% 79.27% 87.76% 72.73% 84.22% 81.25% 
    % Not clearly effective or  
        ineffective 14.69% 14.63% 10.20% 27.27% 15.78% 18.75% 
    % Completely or marginally 
        ineffective 3.39% 6.1% 2.04% 0.0% 0.00% 0.0% 
 % of sample responding 88.06% 90.11% 90.74% 73.33% 90.48% 80.0% 
 Mean response 4.07 4.04 4.16 4.18 4.21 3.81 
Agricultural Diversification       
    % Effective or v. effective  23.21% 18.19% 28.0% 50.0% 22.22% 20.0% 
    % Not clearly effective or  
        ineffective 41.67% 45.45% 46.0% 25.0% 27.78% 33.33% 
    % Completely or marginally 
        ineffective 35.12% 36.36% 26.0% 25.0% 50.0% 46.67% 
% of sample responding 83.58% 84.62% 92.59% 53.33% 85.71% 75.0% 
Mean response 2.9 2.86 2.44 3.38 2.72 2.67 
Sustainable Resources       
    % Effective or v. effective  51.45% 60.0% 47.06% 50.0% 50.0% 21.43% 
    % Not clearly effective or  






Priority & Responses All Respond’ts 
ExCo & 
Members 





Council Profes’l Staff 
    % Completely or marginally 
        ineffective 14.45% 11.25% 19.61% 12.5% 10.0% 21.43% 
% of sample responding 86.07% 87.91% 94.44% 53.33% 95.24% 70.0% 
Mean response 3.43 3.59 3.33 2.38 3.45 2.93 
Policies & Institutions       
    % Effective or v. effective  32.38% 34.57% 33.33% 20.0% 44.44% 12.5% 
    % Not clearly effective or  
        ineffective 44.89% 45.68% 45.10% 50.0% 38.89% 43.75% 
    % Completely or marginally 
        ineffective 22.73% 19.75% 21.57% 30.0% 16.67% 43.75% 
% of sample responding 87.56% 40.30% 94.44% 66.67% 85.71% 80.0% 











Table – 2A 






















All Respondents (201) 167 / 83.08% 74.85% 17.37% 7.78% 3.97 
ExCo & Members (91) 76 / 83.52% 81.57% 15.8% 2.63% 4.16 
BCs/Center Execs (54) 51 / 94.44% 58.82% 23.53% 17.65% 3.59 
Challenge Program (15) 10 / 66.67% 90% 10.0% 0.0% 4.2 
Science Council (21) 15 / 71.43% 80.0% 13.33% 6.67% 4.13 
Professional Staff (20) 15 / 75.0% 80.0% 13.33% 6.67% 4.0 
 
 
Table – 2 B 























All Respondents (201) 154 / 76.62% 29.22% 38.96% 31.82% 2.94 
ExCo & Members (91) 67 / 73.63% 37.31% 37.32% 25.37% 3.12 
BCs/Center Execs (54) 49 / 90.74% 14.29% 40.82% 44.89% 2.57 
Challenge Program (15) 10 / 66.67% 60.0% 30.0% 10.0% 3.5 
Science Council (21) 15 / 71.43% 33.30% 40.03% 26.67% 3.07 







Table – 2 C 
   Improving Mandate, Composition or Functioning of Executive Council (Q - 10 C) 


















country representation 1 43.90% 1 51.85% 5 27.91% 1 66.67% 2 47.06% 5 28.57%
ExCo to use formal 
votes & make binding 
decisions 




3 40.85% 3 45.68% 4 41.86 2 44.44% 5 17.65% 4 35.71%
More representation by 
scientists 4 33.54% 5 20.99% 1 48.84% 4 33.33% 1 52.94% 3 35.71%
More power to major 
shareholders in ExCo 
decision-making 
5 31.71% 4 25.93% 2 44.19% 5 11.11% 4 29.41% 2 42.86%








WORLD BANK ROLES – CGIAR CHAIR, DIRECTOR OF CGIAR SECRETARIAT, 
CONVENING POWER 
 
Table – 3A 
Importance of the Provision of the CGIAR Chairperson  





















All Respondents (201) 177 / 88.06% 63.28% 14.12% 22.6% 3.66 
ExCo & Members (91) 80 / 87.91% 67.5% 16.25% 16.25% 3.81 
BCs/Center Execs (54) 51 / 94.44% 68.63% 5.88% 25.49% 3.67 
Challenge Program (15) 11 / 73.33% 36.36% 36.37% 27.27% 3.27 
Science Council (21) 18 / 85.71 % 50.0% 5.56% 44.44% 3.33 




Table – 3B 






















All Respondents (201) 177 / 88.06% 48.03% 20.34% 31.63% 3.24 
ExCo & Members (91) 79 / 86.81% 54.43% 24.05% 21.52% 3.62 
BCs/Center Execs (54) 51 / 94.44% 45.1% 13.73% 41.17% 2.94 
Challenge Program (15) 11 / 73.33% 27.27% 36.37% 36.36% 3.09 
Science Council (21) 18 / 85.71% 44.44% 11.11% 44.45% 3.06 










Table – 3C 





















All Respondents (201) 179 / 89.05% 50.84% 15.08% 34.08% 3.26 
ExCo & Members (91) 81 / 89.01% 55.56% 16.05% 28.39% 3.47 
BCs/Center Execs (54) 50 / 92.59% 42.0% 14.0% 44.0% 2.96 
Challenge Program (15) 11 / 73.33% 63.64% 0.0% 36.36% 3.27 
Science Council (21) 19 / 90.48% 47.37% 21.05% 31.58% 3.37 




Table – 3D 





















All Respondents (201) 175 / 87.06% 81.71% 11.43% 6.86% 4.26 
ExCo & Members (91) 77 / 84.62% 87.02% 11.69% 1.29% 4.39 
BCs/Center Execs (54) 51 / 94.44% 82.36% 7.84% 9.8% 4.29 
Challenge Program (15) 11 / 73.33% 81.82% 9.09% 9.09% 4.18 
Science Council (21) 18 / 85.71% 66.66% 22.22% 11.12% 3.94 














Table – 3E 
   Improving performance of World Bank in its various roles (Q - 12 E) 

















CGIAR legal entity should 
be more autonomous from 
Bank 
1 56.57% 1 60.26% 2 51.02% 2 66.67% 1 52.94% 2 52.63%
Conflict between Bank’s 
role as major donor & 
management role 
2 48.0% 2 53.85% 4 40.82% 4 41.67% 4 17.65% 1 73.68%
2-way exchanges with Bank 
strategists in agriculture & 
rural development should 
be high priority 
3 41.14% 3 34.62% 1 53.06 1 66.67% 2 47.06% 4 42.11%
More emphasis on mutual 
gains in knowledge 
management 
4 39.43% 4 28.21% 3 40.82% 3 50.0% 3 47.06% 3 42.11%










Table – 4A 





















All Respondents (201) 183 / 91.04% 82.52% 10.93% 6.55% 4.25 
ExCo & Members (91) 83 / 91.21% 91.57% 6.02% 2.41% 4.33 
BCs/Center Execs (54) 52 / 96.30% 71.16% 17.3% 11.54% 4.04 
Challenge Program (15) 10 / 66.67% 50% 20.0% 30% 3.50 
Science Council (21) 19 / 90.48% 100% 0.0% 0.00% 4.79 




Table – 4B 






















All Respondents (201) 183 / 91.04% 46.99% 30.06% 22.95% 3.22 
ExCo & Members (91) 82 / 90.11% 60.98% 23.17% 15.85% 3.48 
BCs/Center Execs (54) 52 / 96.30% 19.23% 44.23% 36.54% 2.73 
Challenge Program (15) 11 / 73.33% 45.46% 27.27% 27.27% 3.09 
Science Council (21) 19 / 90.48% 73.68% 15.79% 10.53% 3.63 













Table – 4C 
   Improving Role / Performance of Science Council (Q - 1 C) 

















Offer guidance / 
advice to Centers 1 52.97% 1 56.82% 2 46.30% 3 46.15% 1 55.0% 4 37.5% 
Strengthen role in 
facilitating research 
partnerships 
2 52.43% 2 54.55% 3 42.59% 2 76.92% 2 45.0% 2 43.75%
Some research 
under-valued by way 
projects evaluated 
3 40.0% 3 30.68% 1 46.3% 1 76.92% 5 20.0% 1 50.0% 
SC conflicted 
between support & 
evaluation role 
4 29.73% 5 23.86% 4 33.33% 4 46.15% 4 20.0% 3 37.5% 
Should have greater 
role in resource 
allocation 
5 24.86% 4 29.55% 5 16.67% 5 7.69% 3 30.0% 5 25.0% 








GENDER & DIVERSITY IN THE CGIAR 
 
Table – 5A 
Importance of gender & diversity issues to effectiveness  






















All Respondents (201) 170 / 84.58% 73.53% 17.65% 8.82% 3.91 
ExCo & Members (91) 70 / 76.92% 75.72% 21.42% 2.86% 3.22 
BCs/Center Execs (54) 52 / 96.3% 76.91% 9.62% 13.47% 3.87 
Challenge Program (15) 12 / 80.0% 66.67% 25.0% 8.33% 4.0 
Science Council (21) 17 / 80.95% 64.7% 17.65% 17.65% 3.71 




Table – 5B 






















All Respondents (201) 163 / --% 44.78% 31.29% 23.93% 3.23 
ExCo & Members (91) 68 / 74.73% 42.65% 35.29% 22.06% 3.22 
BCs/Center Execs (54) 51 / 94.44% 58.82% 29.41% 11.77% 3.53 
Challenge Program (15) 11 / 73.33% 27.28% 36.36% 36.36% 2.91 
Science Council (21) 15 / 71.43% 53.33% 20.0% 26.67% 3.27 












Table – 5C 
   Improving the CGIAR & Centers’ approaches to 
achieving gender and diversity objectives (Q – 14 C) 

















Implement gender & 
diversity principles more 
strongly 





2 52.94% 2 54.41% 1 46.34% 1 70.0% 1 66.67% 2 44.44%











INTEGRATION OF GENDER ISSUES INTO CENTERS’ RESEARCH PROGRAMS 
 
. 
Table – 5D 
Importance of integration of gender issues 





















All Respondents (201) 183 / 91.04% 79.23% 12.02% 8.75% 4.04 
ExCo & Members (91) 79 / 86.81% 84.21% 10.53% 5.26% 4.08 
BCs/Center Execs (54) 53 / 98.15% 81.13% 9.43% 9.44% 4.09 
Challenge Program (15) 12 / 80.0% 66.67% 25.0% 8.33% 4.08 
Science Council (21) 17 / 80.95% 64.70% 17.65% 17.65% 4.16 




Table – 5E 
How effective have Centers been in incorporating a gender perspective in 






















All Respondents (201) 165 / 82.09% 34.55% 43.03% 22.42% 3.11 
ExCo & Members (91) 71 / 78.02% 41.18% 23.53% 35.29% 3.20 
BCs/Center Execs (54) 54 / 100% 46.16% 38.46% 15.38% 3.29 
Challenge Program (15) 10 / 66.67% 0.0% 80.0% 20%% 2.80 
Science Council (21) 15 / 75.0% 53.33% 20.0% 26.67% 3.06 











Table – 5F 
   Improving CGIAR & Centers’ approaches to research and related activities 
informed by gender perspective (Q – 15 F) 

















Provide training & guidance 
materials / best practices on 
gender & diversity in agriculture 
1 59.2% 1 68.83% 2 50.0% 2 66.67% 3 38.89% 3 58.82%
PRGA Program should deal 
with other diversity & equity 
issues in addition to gender 
2 45.98% 4 42.86% 1 54.0% 5 41.67% 5 44.44% 5 35.29%
Have written gender policy & 
strategy to cover CGIAR & 
Centers 
3 43.1% 3 46.75% 4 30.0% 4 50.0% 1 50.0% 1 64.71%
Collect more gender dis-
aggregated data & performance 
indicators for PM system 
4 43.1% 2 50.65% 5 20.0% 1 66.67% 2 44.44% 2 58.82%
Establish specific accounta-
bilities system-wide to address 
rural women’s & girls’ needs 
5 41.38% 5 42.86% 3 34.0% 3 50.0% 4 38.89% 4 58.82%










PARTNERSHIPS – IMPORTANCE OF ALLIANCE 
 
Table – 6A 





















All Respondents (201) 174 / 86.57% 72.41% 17.24% 10.35% 3.95 
ExCo & Members (91) 80 / 87.71 % 76.25% 16.25% 7.5% 4.0 
BCs/Center Execs (54) 51 / 94.44 % 64.7% 15.69% 19.61% 3.73 
Challenge Program (15) 9 / 60.0 % 77.78% 11.11% 11.11% 4.11 
Science Council (21) 16 / 76.19 % 81.25% 12.5% 6.25% 4.25 




Table – 6B 






















All Respondents (201) 160 / 79.6% 19.37% 44.38% 36.25% 2.81 
ExCo & Members (91) 69 / 75.82% 21.74% 49.27% 28.99% 2.94 
BCs/Center Execs (54) 49 / 90.74% 20.41% 42.86% 36.73% 3.1 
Challenge Program (15) 8 / 53.33% 0.0% 62.5% 37.5% 2.63 
Science Council (21) 16 / 76.19% 31.25% 25.0% 43.75% 2.94 









Table – 6C 
   The future role of the Alliance (Q - 15 C) 

















Strengthen Alliance mediation & 
other roles 1 56.47% 2 49.35% 2 66.67% 2 36.36% 2 50.0% 1 81.25%
Merge Alliance administrative 
functions with those of System 
Office 
2 55.29% 1 58.44% 1 70.83% 1 45.45% 4 16.67% 3 43.75%
Alliance is a permanent feature & 
should be strengthened & given 
more responsibilities 
3 45.88% 3 42.86% 3 47.92% 3 36.36% 1 55.56% 2 50.0% 
Combine Alliance with ExCo to 
form new joint CGIAR Board 4 40.59% 4 40.26% 4 47.92% 4 36.36% 3 38.89% 4 25.0% 
Alliance is temporary 5 23.53% 5 23.38% 5 29.17% 5 18.18% 5 11.11% 5 25.0% 








CGIAR AND CENTER-TO-CENTER PARTNERSHIPS  
 
Table – 7A 





















All Respondents (201) 178 / 88.56% 84.83% 10.12% 5.05% 4.31 
ExCo & Members (91) 79 / 86.81% 87.34% 7.59% 5.07% 4.39 
BCs/Center Execs (54) 53 / 98.15 % 77.36% 15.09% 7.55% 4.06 
Challenge Program (15) 11 / 73.33 % 90.91% 0.0% 9.09% 4.45 
Science Council (21) 18 / 85.71 % 83.33% 16.67% 0.0% 4.33 




Table – 7B 






















All Respondents (201) 168 / 83.58% 25.59% 47.03% 27.38% 2.98 
ExCo & Members (91) 71 / 78.02% 22.54% 42.25% 35.21% 2.86 
BCs/Center Execs (54) 52 / 96.3% 32.69% 44.23% 23.08% 3.1 
Challenge Program (15) 10 / 66.66% 10.0% 70.0% 20.0% 2.9 
Science Council (21) 17 / 29.41% 29.41% 52.95% 17.64% 3.12 









Table – 7C 
   Improving Center-to-Center Partnerships (Q - 17 C) 

















Alliance should have active role 
in promoting partnering 1 65.38% 1 66.67% 1 57.14% 1 84.62% 1 57.89% 1 72.22%
Increase scientist mobility 
across Centers 2 53.3% 2 58.33% 3 46.94% 3 53.85% 2 57.89% 3 38.89%
Increase joint appointments 3 48.9% 3 44.05% 2 57.14% 4 53.85% 3 52.63% 4 38.89%
Fund more inter-Center 
workshops / publications 4 47.8% 4 42.86% 4 46.94% 2 69.23% 4 42.11% 2 61.11%
Recognize that partnerships are 
appropriate among some 
Centres only & in relatively few 
ways 
5 25.82% 5 17.86% 5 40.82% 5 15.38% 5 31.58% 5 22.22%








THE CGIAR AND NARS PARTNERSHIPS 
 
Table – 8A 





















All Respondents (201) 184 / 91.54% 90.21% 6.52% 3.27% 4.4 
ExCo & Members (91) 81 / 89.01% 87.65% 8.64% 3.71% 4.49 
BCs/Center Execs (54) 53 / 98.15% 90.57% 5.66% 3.77% 4.49 
Challenge Program (15) 12 / 80.0% 91.67% 8.33% 0.07% 4.75 
Science Council (21) 20 / 95.24% 95.0% 5.0% 0.0% 4.6 




Table – 8B 
Effectiveness of the CGIAR & Centers in partnerships with NARS in 






















All Respondents (201) 174 / 86.57% 44.83% 31.61% 23.56% 3.23 
ExCo & Members (91) 74 / 81.32% 33.78% 32.43% 33.79% 2.96 
BCs/Center Execs (54) 53 / 98.15% 60.37% 28.30% 11.33% 3.57 
Challenge Program (15) 12 / 80.0% 25.0% 41.67% 33.33% 2.92 
Science Council (21) 19 / 90.48% 52.63% 26.32% 21.05% 3.42 









Table – 8C 
   Improving quality & effectiveness of CGIAR – NARS partnerships (Q - 16 C) 

















Develop strategic plan for CGIAR 
action with NARS 1 58.29% 1 66.28% 1 53.06% 5 50.0% 3 52.63% 3 47.37%
Increase NARS representation in 
CGIAR and Center governance 2 52.94% 2 62.79% 2 46.94% 2 64.29% 2 57.09% 5 36.84%
Each Center should have written 
strategy for partnering with NARS 3 49.73% 3 44.19% 3 42.86% 3 50.0% 1 73.68% 3 47.37%
Strengthen Center services to 
NARS 4 46.52% 4 43.02% 4 38.78% 1 71.43% 4 36.84% 2 52.63%
Encourage donors to fund NARS 
to buy CGIAR services 5 36.90% 5 34.88% 5 38.78% 4 50.0% 5 26.32% 4 42.11%









THE CGIAR AND ARI PARTNERSHIPS 
 
Table – 9A 





















All Respondents (201) 169 / 84.08% 85.80% 11.83% 2.37% 4.31 
ExCo & Members (91) 75 / 82.42% 81.34% 17.33% 1.33% 4.19 
BCs/Center Execs (54) 48 / 88.89% 100% 0.0% 0.0% 4.58 
Challenge Program (15) 11 / 73.33% 72.73% 27.27% 0.0% 4.27 
Science Council (21) 19 / 90.48% 78.95% 5.26% 15.79% 4.11 




Table – 9B 
Effectiveness of CGIAR and the Centers in engaging in  






















All Respondents (201) 153 / 76.12% 43.14% 42.48% 14.38% 3.32 
ExCo & Members (91) 67 / 73.63% 37.31% 50.75% 11.94% 3.22 
BCs/Center Execs (54) 48 / 88.89% 54.17% 31.25% 14.58% 3.5 
Challenge Program (15) 11 / 73.33% 36.36% 54.55% 9.09% 3.27 
Science Council (21) 16 / 76.19% 56.25% 31.25% 12.5% 3.56 









Table – 9C 
   Improving Center to ARI partnerships (Q - 18 C) 

















Strengthen by funding joint 
projects & programs 1 74.84% 2 66.22% 1 74.42% 1 85.71% 1 93.33% 1 71.43%
Make networking more important 
part of PM System 2 64.78% 1 74.32% 2 51.16% 2 57.14% 2 60.0% 2 64.29%









CGIAR AND CENTER PARTNERSHIPS WITH NGOs 
 
 
Table – 10A 
Importance that priority given to CGIAR & Center  





















All Respondents (201) 179 / 89.05% 58.65% 34.08% 7.27% 3.73 
ExCo & Members (91) 79 / 86.81% 58.23% 35.44% 6.33% 3.72 
BCs/Center Execs (54) 53 / 98.15% 52.83% 32.08% 15.09% 3.53 
Challenge Program (15) 11 / 73.33% 90.91% 9.09% 0.0% 4.45 
Science Council (21) 18 / 85.71% 55.56% 44.44% 0.0% 3.83 




Table – 10B 






















All Respondents (201) 159 / 79.10% 20.13% 47.8% 32.07% 2.86 
ExCo & Members (91) 70 / 76.92% 10.0% 51.43% 38.57% 2.67 
BCs/Center Execs (54) 48 / 88.89% 33.33% 43.75% 22.92% 3.13 
Challenge Program (15) 10 / 66.67% 20.0% 50.0% 30.0% 2.9 
Science Council (21) 16 / 76.19% 25.0% 43.75% 31.25% 2.94 









Table – 10C 
   Improving partnerships with NGOs (Q - 20 C) 

















Develop more effective policy & 
strategy for NGO cooperation 1 58.68% 1 63.16% 1 45.83% 3 64.29% 1 64.71% 1 57.14%
CGIAR should invest more in 
communication with NGOs 2 56.89% 2 57.89% 2 45.83% 2 78.57% 2 58.82% 2 57.14%
Strengthen NGO participation in 
Center Boards 3 37.13% 3 42.11% 3 29.17% 1 78.57% 3 23.53% 3 50.0% 
Strengthen NGO participation in 
CGIAR 4 34.73% 4 39.47% 5 22.92% 4 35.71% 4 23.53% 4 28.57%









CGIAR / CENTER PARTNERSHIPS WITH THE PRIVATE SECTOR  
 
Table – 11A 
How much importance should be given to partnerships  





















All Respondents (201) 175 / 87.06% 62.85% 27.43% 9.74% 3.78 
ExCo & Members (91) 80 / 87.91% 65.0% 28.75% 6.25% 3.8 
BCs/Center Execs (54) 51 / 94.44% 70.59% 25.49% 3.92% 3.96 
Challenge Program (15) 9 / 60.0% 77.78% 11.11% 11.11% 4.11 
Science Council (21) 17 / 80.95% 41.18% 23.53% 35.29% 3.29 




Table – 11B 






















All Respondents (201) 153 / 76.12% 9.81% 38.56% 51.63% 2.54 
ExCo & Members (91) 64 / 70.33% 3.12% 43.75% 53.13% 2.44 
BCs/Center Execs (54) 51 / 94.44% 11.76% 39.22% 49.02% 2.59 
Challenge Program (15) 9 / 60.0% 11.11% 11.11% 77.78% 2.33 
Science Council (21) 14 / 66.67% 35.72% 28.56% 35.72% 3.0 









Table – 11C 
   Improving partnerships with the private sector (Q - 19 C) 

















CGIAR should develop more 
effective policy & strategy for 
private sector cooperation 
1 67.02% 1 72.94% 2 61.22% 1 63.64% 1 68.42% 2 55.56%
CGIAR & Centers need to 
improve IP policies & strategy 2 56.04% 2 56.47% 3 57.14% 4 45.45% 2 57.89% 1 66.67%
Form more flexible partnerships 
aimed at shared private goods if 
in interests of poor 
3 47.8% 3 41.18% 1 65.31% 2 54.55% 3 36.84% 4 38.89%
Strengthen Center Boards 4 40.66% 4 36.47% 4 51.02% 5 36.36% 4 36.84% 3 38.89%
Strengthen Private sector 
participation in CGIAR 5 33.52% 5 28.24% 5 36.73% 3 54.55 5 31.58% 5 38.89%








THE PRIORITY-SETTING EXERCISE 
 
Table – 12A 





















All Respondents (201) 170 / 84.58% 58.24% 27.65% 14.11% 3.62 
ExCo & Members (91) 77 / 84.62% 61.03% 6.5% 32.47% 3.75 
BCs/Center Execs (54) 50 / 92.59% 42.0% 32.0% 26.0% 3.18 
Challenge Program (15) 9 / 80.0% 55.56% 22.22% 22.22% 3.44 
Science Council (21) 19 90.48% 84.21% 15.79% 0.0% 4.21 




Table – 12B 
Effectiveness of priorities as stated 






















All Respondents (201) 167 / 83.08% 29.94% 37.73% 32.33% 2.96 
ExCo & Members (91) 76 / 83.52% 38.16% 34.21% 27.63% 3.16 
BCs/Center Execs (54) 43 / 79.63% 13.96% 44.18% 41.86% 2.58 
Challenge Program (15) 10 / 66.67% 30.0% 40.0% 30.0% 2.9 
Science Council (21) 20 / 95.24% 40.0% 35.0% 25.0% 3.25 







Table – 12C 















Little or no 
knowledge 
All Respondents (201) 197 / 98.01% 47.21% 49.24% 3.55% 
ExCo & Members (91) 90 / 98.9% 35.56% 61.11% 3.33% 
BCs/Center Execs (54) 52 / 96.3% 30.77% 67.31% 1.92% 
Challenge Program (15) 15 / 100% 26.67% 66.67% 6.66% 
Science Council (21) 20 / 95.24% 20.0% 80.0% 0.0% 
Professional Staff (20) 20 / 100% 30.0% 60.0% 10.0% 
 
 
Table – 12D 
   Improving the System priorities (Q - 2 D) 

















System needs to revise its 
priorities 1 54.71% 1 62.03% 1 43.48% 1 67.0% 2 43.75% 1 58.82%
To re-open would be too 
expensive and disruptive 2 28.82% 2 24.05% 2 38.13% 2 25.0% 1 37.5% 3 11.77%







 GOVERNANCE REFORM AND THE ATTEMPTS TO REFORM TO 2007  
 
Table – 13A 





















All Respondents (201) 173 / 86.07% 84.39% 9.83% 5.78% 4.29 
ExCo & Members (91) 81 / 89.01 % 90.12% 7.41% 2.47% 4.48 
BCs/Center Execs (54) 50 / 92.59 % 76.0% 12.0% 12.0% 3.94 
Challenge Program (15) 8 / 53.33 % 75.0% 25.0% 0.0% 4.25 
Science Council (21) 16 / 76.19% 75.0% 12.5% 12.5% 4.13 




Table – 13B 






















All Respondents (201) 164 / 89.05% 18.9% 37.2% 43.9% 2.71 
ExCo & Members (91) 77 / 84.62% 22.08% 31.17% 46.75% 2.74 
BCs/Center Execs (54) 48 / 88.89% 10.42% 33.33% 56.25% 2.46 
Challenge Program (15) 8 / 53.33 % 0.0% 62.5% 37.5% 2.63 
Science Council (21) 15 / 71.43 % 46.67% 46.67% 6.66% 3.4 








URGENCY FOR CHANGE TO SYSTEM 
 
Table –13C 






















All Respondents (201) 180 / 82.59% 74.1% 18.07% 7.83% 4.05 
ExCo & Members (91) 75 / 82.42% 82.67% 13.33% 4.0% 4.35 
BCs/Center Execs (54) 47 / 87.04 % 57.44% 25.53% 17.03% 3.6 
Challenge Program (15) 9 / 60.0 % 88.89% 11.0% 0.0% 4.11 
Science Council (21) 17 / 80.95 % 52.0% 37.0% 11.0% 3.59 








ASSESSMENT OF IMPORTANCE OF REFORMS (2002-07) 
 
Table – 14A 
Importance of the reforms of 2002 – 2007 





















All Respondents (201) 166 / 82.59% 66.87% 21.69% 11.44% 3.83 
ExCo & Members (91) 78 / 85.71% 66.67% 26.92% 6.41% 3.9 
BCs/Center Execs (54) 49 / 90.74% 53.06% 24.49% 22.45% 3.43 
Challenge Program (15) 9 / 60.0 % 100% 0.0% 0.0% 4.67 
Science Council (21) 14 / 66.67% 71.42% 14.29% 14.29% 3.79 




Table – 14B 






















All Respondents (201) 169 / 84.08% 19.53% 36.69% 43.78% 2.61 
ExCo & Members (91) 77 / 84.62% 22.08% 31.17% 46.75% 2.74 
BCs/Center Execs (54) 52 / 96.3% 7.69% 36.54% 55.77% 2.27 
Challenge Program (15) 9 / 60.0% 11.11% 55.56% 33.33% 2.55 
Science Council (21) 15 / 71.4 % 20.0% 40.0% 40.0% 2.8 










Table – 14C 
   Improving the CGIAR’s capacity to implement reforms & overcome 
impediments to change (Q - 21 C) 


















processes in CGIAR System 1 72.53% 1 75.61% 2 68.52% 2 75.0% 2 55.56% 2 73.68%
Give more attention to incentives; 
align incentives of Centers & 
partnership 
2 67.58% 2 54.88% 1 70.37% 1 83.33% 1 72.22% 1 89.47%
Institute a fund replenishment 
system 3 39.56% 3 42.68% 3 38.89% 3 25.0% 3 38.89% 3 31.58%







MEMBRES AND CO-SPONSORS - OTHER THAN THE WORLD BANK 
 
Table – 15A 
Importance of having co-sponsors in addition to  





















All Respondents (201) 167 / 83.08% 72.46% 10.18% 17.36% 3.83 
ExCo & Members (91) 73 / 80.22% 78.08% 9.59% 12.33% 3.97 
BCs/Center Execs (54) 51 / 94.44% 52.94% 11.76% 35.3% 3.24 
Challenge Program (15) 8 / 53.33% 75.0% 12.5% 12.5% 3.75 
Science Council (21) 18 / 85.71% 100% 0.0% 0.0% 4.72 




Table – 15B 






















All Respondents (201) 163 / 81.09% 27.61% 41.72% 30.67% 2.88 
ExCo & Members (91) 74 / 81.32% 28.37% 55.41% 16.22% 3.11 
BCs/Center Execs (54) 49 / 90.74% 16.33% 32.65% 51.02% 2.47 
Challenge Program (15) 8 / 53.33% 12.5% 62.5% 25% 2.88 
Science Council (21) 18 / 85.71% 55.55% 27.78% 16.67% 3.5 








Table – 15C 
   Improving contributions of co-sponsors and the value that organizations receive 
from being co-sponsors (Q - 13 C) 

















The CGIAR should make better 
use of co-sponsors to influence 
broad international policies in 
agriculture & development 
1 78.89% 1 77.5% 1 74.51% 1 83.33% 1 76.47% 1 95.0% 
Discontinue inactive co-
sponsorships 2 52.22% 2 50.0% 2 58.82% 2 50.0% 2 58.82% 2 40.0% 
Enhance roles and powers of co-
sponsors 3 21.11% 3 17.5% 3 25.49% 3 25.0% 3 17.65% 3 25.0% 
Discontinue co-sponsor role 4 7.22% 4 7.5% 4 11.76% 4 8.33% 4 0.0% 4 0.0% 







MEMBRES AND CO-SPONSORS - WORLD BANK 
 
 
Table – 16A 
Appropriateness of World Bank acting as co-sponsor, donor, mobilizer of 























All Respondents (201) 169 / 84.08% 63.91% 18.93% 17.16% 3.7 
ExCo & Members (91) 77 / 84.62% 66.24% 22.08% 11.68% 3.77 
BCs/Center Execs (54) 49 / 90.74% 61.23% 20.41% 18.36% 3.59 
Challenge Program (15) 11 / 73.33% 54.55% 9.09% 36.36% 3.36 
Science Council (21) 18 / 85.71% 72.22% 5.56% 22.22% 3.89 




Table – 16B 






















All Respondents (201) 157 / 78.11% 54.14% 23.57% 22.29% 3.34 
ExCo & Members (91) 71 / 78.02% 60.56% 18.31% 21.13% 3.44 
BCs/Center Execs (54) 50 / 92.59% 48.0% 28.0% 24.0% 3.22 
Challenge Program (15) 9 / 60.0% 33.33% 55.56% 11.11% 3.22 
Science Council (21) 15 / 71.43 % 60.0% 13.33% 26.67% 3.4 








Table – 16C 
   Improving the Bank’s performance of the financial roles (Q - 11 C) 

















Improve operations of Multi-
Donor Trust Fund  1 47.02% 1 58.90% 3 36.96% 1 50.0% 3 30.0% 3 35.71%
Change Bank’s method of 
allocating contributions  2 37.75% 3 34.25% 1 43.48% 2 37.5% 4 30.0% 2 35.71%
Change Bank’s method of 
allocating contributions to make 
it MORE performance-based 
3 37.75% 2 35.62% 2 39.13% 3 37.5% 1 60.0% 4 28.57%
Transfer allocation powers to 
the Ad Hoc Cttee on Finance 4 31.79 4 31.51% 4 30.43% 5 12.5% 2 40.0% 1 57.14%
Change Bank’s method of 
allocating contributions to make 
it LESS performance-based 
5 13.25 5 8.22% 5 23.91% 4 0.0% 5 20.0% 5 0.0% 









CHALLENGE PROGRAMS  
 
Table – 17A 





















All Respondents (201) 174 / 86.57% 54.60% 27.01% 18.39% 3.55 
ExCo & Members (91) 76 / 83.52% 60.53% 27.63% 11.84% 3.66 
BCs/Center Execs (54) 52 / 96.30 % 30.77% 32.69% 36.54% 3.02 
Challenge Program (15) 11 / 73.33% 100% 0.0% 0.0% 4.73 
Science Council (21) 20 / 95.24% 60.0% 25.0% 15.0% 3.75 




Table – 17B 






















All Respondents (201) 164 / 81.59% 25.61% 45.12% 29.27% 2.92 
ExCo & Members (91) 67 / 73.63% 25.37% 43.28% 31.35% 2.91 
BCs/Center Execs (54) 53 / 98.15% 13.21% 39.62% 47.17% 2.53 
Challenge Program (15) 11 / 73.33% 81.82% 18.18% 0.0%% 3.91 
Science Council (21) 18 / 85.71% 27.77% 66.67% 5.56% 3.28 








Table – 17C 
   Improving the Challenge Programs (Q - 4 C) 

















Changes in procedures for 
application & award 1 60.8% 1 65.38% 3 60.0% 1 50.0% 2 44.44% 1 66.67%
Funding must be additional 
to that which otherwise 
available to Centers 
2 59.66% 2 58.97% 1 74.0% 2 41.67% 1 55.56% 3 33.89%
Changes in way topics 
determined 3 52.27% 3 51.28% 2 62.0% 4 33.33% 3 44.44% 2 50.0% 
Discontinue Programs 4 8.52% 4 3.85% 4 22.0% 5 0.0% 5 5.56% 4 0.0% 











Table – 18A 





















All Respondents (201) 184 / 91.54% 90.22% 8.15% 1.63% 4.53 
ExCo & Members (91) 81 / 89.01 % 92.60% 4.94% 2.46% 4.52 
BCs/Center Execs (54) 53 / 98.15 % 88.68% 11.32% 0.0% 4.64 
Challenge Program (15) 12 / 93.75 % 50.0% 41.67% 8.33% 4.33 
Science Council (21) 21 / 100 % 80.95% 19.05% 0.0% 4.38 




Table – 18B 























All Respondents (201) 179 / 89.05% 6.70% 15.64% 77.66% 2.08 
ExCo & Members (91) 81 / 89.01% 8.64% 17.28% 74.08% 2.19 
BCs/Center Execs (54) 51 / 94.44 % 5.89% 7.84% 86.27% 1.84 
Challenge Program (15) 12 / 93.75 % 8.33% 0.0% 91.67% 2.0 
Science Council (21) 12 / 57.14 % 0.0% 21.05% 78.95% 2.11 








Table – 18C 
   Improving the proportion of unrestricted funding (Q - 6 C) 

















CGIAR should seek new sources 
of unrestricted funding, including 
private foundations 
1 71.43% 1 70.45% 1 72.55% 1 68.23% 1 78.95% 2 66.67%
A common full-costing policy is 
needed 2 56.08% 3 52.27% 2 62.75% 3 53.85% 2 57.89% 3 55.56%
CGIAR should institute voluntary 
unified fund to allocate to Centers 
according to agreed criteria, but 
unrestricted thereafter 
3 47.62% 2 55.68% 5 29.41% 4 30.77% 3 47.37% 1 72.22%
Pledging session at AGM for 
unrestricted funding 4 32.80% 4 29.55% 4 37.25% 5 23.08% 4 36.84% 4 38.89%
CGIAR & Centers build endow-
ment to provide unrestricted 
income 
5 32.80% 5 25.0% 3 39.22% 2 69.23% 5 26.32% 5 33.33%
No change likely possible, given 
donor constraints 6 13.76% 6 9.09% 6 25.49% 6 0.0% 6 21.05% 6 5.56% 








FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT AND RISK MATERIAL 
 
 
Table – 19A 
Importance of audit, financial oversight & financial  





















All Respondents (201) 179 / 89.05% 93.29% 5.59% 1.12% 4.61 
ExCo & Members (91) 81 / 89.01 % 98.76% 1.24% 0.0% 4.75 
BCs/Center Execs (54) 53 / 98.15 % 84.90% 13.21% 1.89% 4.36 
Challenge Program (15) 10 / 66.67% 100% 0.0% 0.0% 4.6 
Science Council (21) 18 / 85.71% 88.88% 5.56% 5.56% 4.61 




Table – 19B 
Effectiveness of Audit, Oversight & Financial  






















All Respondents (201) 158 / 78.61% 27.85% 35.44% 36.71% 2.9 
ExCo & Members (91) 66 / 72.53% 22.73% 33.33% 43.94% 2.83 
BCs/Center Execs (54) 53 / 98.15% 33.97% 35.85% 30.18% 2.96 
Challenge Program (15) 8 / 53.33% 37.50% 37.50% 25.0%% 3.13 
Science Council (21) 16 / 76.19 % 25.0% 50.0% 25.0% 2.94 








Table – 19C 
   Improving financial risk management (Q - 7 C) 

















ExCo Ad Hoc Ctte on 
Finance should have strong 
oversight powers 
1 71.86% 1 81.82% 1 53.49% 2 61.54% 1 66.67% 1 87.5% 
Should be a central 
stabilization reserve fund 2 43.71% 2 
44.16
% 3 34.88% 1 69.23% 2 38.89% 2 50.0% 
Centers’ reserve funds 
requirement should be 
increased 
3 30.54% 3 29.87% 2 44.19% 3 15.38% 3 16.67% 3 25.0% 
No change needed 4 4.19% 4 2.60% 4 11.63% 4 0.0% 4 0.0% 4 0.0% 
 
 
 
